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Executive Summary 
Fishing in South Dakota - 2003 

Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
 

HD-6-04.AMS 
 

Larry M. Gigliotti 
 

 
 This survey represents a comprehensive study of anglers fishing in South Dakota in 
2003.  In 2003 South Dakota had 12 different license types that allowed fishing (six resident 
and six nonresident license types).  A statewide South Dakota angler preference survey was 
last conducted in 1993 and a statewide fishing activity and harvest survey was last 
conducted in 1999. This report has two volumes.  Volume 1 contains the text and tables and 
Volume 2 contains the appendices. 
 

Summary of Selected Results 
Resident (Annual) Anglers 
 

• Overall, 2003 had more total days of fishing activity than occurred in 1999 (2.9 
million vs. 2.5 million).  However, more total walleye, bass, pike/musky, trout and 
yellow perch were caught in 1999 than were caught in 2003. Overall residents 
accounted for about 87% of the total recreational fishing days in South Dakota in 
2003 and accounted for about 76% of the total walleye harvest. 

 
• Almost 10% of the resident anglers with one of the annual licenses did not do any 

fishing in 2003, with about 4% fishing only one day and about 5% fishing two days.  
The overall average number of days fished in 2003 by resident (annual) licensed 
anglers was 19.4 days. 

 
• Of the anglers that did not fish in 2003, most (90%) had fished in the past and only 

5% did not intend to fish in the future.  Importance of fishing ranged from “not 
important” for about 30% of these 2003 non-participants to “very important” for 
about 13% of these 2003 non-participants. 

 
• Most of the total fishing in South Dakota by resident annual anglers in 2003 was in 

large lakes and reservoirs (32.8%), followed by the Missouri River and its reservoirs 
(28.8%), small lakes and ponds (26.0%), and other rivers and streams (12.4%). 

 
• Resident annual anglers caught an average of 40 walleye in South Dakota in 2003 and 

kept an average of 12 walleye. 
 

 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 ii  
  

• About 46% of the total fishing by resident annual anglers was from a boat, with about 
43% from shore and about 11% was through the ice.  Most anglers use live bait 
(92%) and about 77% use artificial bait/lures.  About 35% of the anglers participated 
in ice fishing and about 8% did some fly-fishing.   

 
• Most resident annual anglers did some fishing with family and/or relatives (85%) or 

with friends (67%), while about 45% did some fishing alone.  About 26% of the 
resident annual anglers did some fishing with nonresident friends or relatives.  About 
11.5% of the resident annual anglers did some tournament fishing and about 2% did 
some fishing as a club activity. 

 
• Most resident annual anglers did some fishing for walleye (82%), followed by yellow 

perch (48%), bass (38%), and northern pike (37%).  Most anglers preferred walleye 
(53.5%), followed by yellow perch (7.0%), bass (6.8%) and trout (6.0%), with 12% 
having no preference.   

 
• Most resident annual anglers rated the fishing in South Dakota in 2003 as fair (39%) to 

good (35%). About 30% of the anglers felt that their fishing areas were being over-
harvested and about 34% of the anglers felt that their fishing areas were crowded.  
Overall, 64.5% of the resident anglers were satisfied with their 2003 South Dakota 
fishing experience, however, about 20% were dissatisfied.   

 
• About half of the resident annual anglers felt that the fishing regulations in the South 

Dakota 2003 Fishing Handbook were easy to understand, with very few rating them 
as difficult (2.2%). 

 
• About 57% of the anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003 live in the Black 

Hills.  Overall, about 49% of the resident annual anglers have never fished in the 
Black Hills, about 29% have fished in the Black Hills, but not in 2003 and about 22% 
fished in the Black Hills in 2003.  Most anglers (66%) were satisfied with their Black 
Hills fishing experience, with about 20% being dissatisfied. 

 
• About 26% of the anglers that fished in the Missouri River system in 2003 live near 

(from 0 – 49 miles) the Missouri River.  Overall, about 19% of the resident annual 
anglers have never fished in the Missouri River, about 33% have fished in the 
Missouri River, but not in 2003 and about 48% fished in the Missouri River in 2003. 
Most anglers (54%) were satisfied with their Missouri River fishing experience, 
however, about 34% were dissatisfied. 

 
• Based on the measurement format used in this survey, the economic value of a year of 

fishing to the South Dakota resident annual anglers was estimated to be worth about 
$7.71 billion. 
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• Overall, resident anglers fall into one of two groups: traditionalists (anglers that 
generally oppose new fishing technologies and want new technologies regulated – 
58.3%) and technocrats (anglers that welcome new fishing technologies – 41.7%). 

 
• About 31% of the resident annual anglers had at one or more times fished in a 

tournament and about 11% had fished in a tournament in 2003. Overall, most resident 
annual anglers were neutral or had no opinion towards fishing tournaments, with 19% 
liking them and 26% disliking them. 

 
• About 73% of the resident annual anglers reported that they were not worried about 

eating fish caught in South Dakota (16% were slightly worried, 5% moderately 
worried and 1% very worried). 

 
• Most resident annual anglers (84%) recognize that nonresident anglers have some 

importance to South Dakota’s economy.  In addition, about 30% of the resident 
annual anglers felt that nonresident anglers provided some personal economic 
importance and about 78% of the resident annual anglers recognized the “social” 
value of resident anglers being able to fish with nonresident friends and relatives in 
South Dakota. 

 
• Resident annual anglers were evenly split between 29% opposing and 29% supporting 

having a spring fishing closure for social reasons with the largest percentage (41%) 
being neutral or having no opinion. 

 
• Fishing was a moderately important recreational activity for 32.5% of the resident 

annual anglers, very important for 30% of the anglers and fishing was the “most” 
important recreational activity for about 15% of the resident annual anglers. 

 
• When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, 28% of the 

resident annual anglers selected social reasons, 25% selected nature, 21% relaxation, 
16% excitement and 8% selected food.  Very few selected trophy (1.1%), 
accomplishment (0.8%) or competition (0.4%).  This variable was used to produce an 
angler motivational model. 

 
• Most resident annual anglers (70%) can be satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish 

were caught; however, catching fish is an important component of fishing for most 
resident annual anglers (69%).  Catching big fish is important to about 43% of the 
resident annual anglers and catching a limit of fish is important to about 30% of the 
resident annual anglers.  These variables were used to produce two angler “catching 
fish” models. 

 
• Resident annual anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for 

evaluating what makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 
(critical).  Good water quality was the highest rated factor and nearness of restaurants 
was the lowest. These variables were used to produce two angler “fishing spot” models. 
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• Female anglers comprised 36.3% of the Resident Annual Fishing License purchases, 

4.6% of the Combination Licenses, 19.0% of the Senior Fishing Licenses, and 3.9% 
of the Junior Combination Licenses. 

 
Lake Oahe Angler Survey 
 

• The Lake Oahe licenses were a special annual license with a reduced fee designed to 
temporarily increase fishing pressure on the walleye population.  This management 
strategy was needed to correct for a decreased forage fish problem and to restore balance 
to Lake Oahe ecosystem.  Increased bag limits and reduced size limits were also 
implemented as part of this strategy.  These special Lake Oahe licenses (Resident Lake 
Oahe Annual Fishing License, Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License and 
Nonresident Lake Oahe Family Fishing License) were available for 2001 through 2003.   

 
• The overall average number of days fished in 2003 by Resident Lake Oahe Annual 

anglers was 12.2 days.  Most fishing by Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers was from a 
boat (71.5%), 21.0% from shore and 7.6% through the ice. 

 
• Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers harvested an average of 17.5 walleye.  Most of 

the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers rated the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing as fair 
(42%), 27% rated it as good, 16% as poor, 7.5% as very poor and only 4% as 
excellent (Table 97).  Few Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (18%) felt crowded 
during any of their fishing on Lake Oahe in 2003.  Overall, about 60% of the Resident 
Lake Oahe Annual anglers were satisfied with the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing 
experiences and about 25% were dissatisfied. 

 
• Most of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (54%) were female. 
 
• The data from Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and Nonresident Lake Oahe Family 

surveys were combined due to similarity between these two groups of anglers. The 
overall average number of days fished in 2003 by Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers 
was 5.4 days.  Most fishing by Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers was from a boat 
(89%), 7% from shore and 4% through the ice. 

 
• Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers harvested an average of 14.6 walleye.  Most of the 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers rated the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing as fair (31%) to 
good (38%), 16% as poor, 7% each as very poor and as excellent.  Few Nonresident 
Lake Oahe anglers (12%) felt crowded during any of their fishing on Lake Oahe in 
2003.  Overall, about 72% of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers were satisfied with 
the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing experiences and about 21% were dissatisfied. 

 
• Most of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (88%) were male.  
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Resident One-Day Fishing License 
 

• The total fishing days by anglers with a resident one-day fishing license accounts for 
about 0.1% of the total fishing in South Dakota in 2003.  The impact of anglers with 
this license is negligible.  The key points are that 25% of the one-day anglers fished 
in the Black Hills and 32% in the Missouri River system.  Overall, these anglers were 
less satisfied compared to the resident annual anglers.  The main motivational 
difference was that more resident one-day anglers had social reasons as their 
dominant motivation for fishing, which agrees with the hypothesis that many of these 
anglers go fishing because they are invited to go with a friend or family member. 

 
Comparing Resident and Nonresident Anglers1  
 

• Nonresident anglers rated the fishing (in terms of numbers and size of fish caught) in 
South Dakota in 2003 slightly better than did resident anglers.  Resident anglers were 
much more likely to feel crowded while fishing in 2003 compared to nonresident 
anglers.  Nonresident anglers were much more likely to fish with resident friends or 
relatives than were resident anglers to fish with nonresident friends or relatives.  
Nonresidents were slightly more satisfied with their overall 2003 South Dakota 
fishing experience than were resident anglers. 

 
• Resident anglers had slightly more nature and food anglers and the nonresident 

anglers had slightly more excitement, social and sports anglers. 
 
• Catching fish is more important to nonresident anglers and is more strongly linked to 

satisfaction compared to resident anglers.  Also, nonresident anglers were more 
interested in both large fish and catching a limit of fish compared to resident anglers. 

 
• Factors for selecting a good fishing spot more important to resident anglers tended to 

be nature oriented, tradition factors and shore fishing opportunities. Factors important 
to nonresident anglers were fish factors, boat fishing opportunities and amenities that 
makes fishing easy.  

 
Comparing Resident and Nonresident Black Hills Anglers 
 

• About the same percent of resident (20.1%) and nonresident (18.7%) anglers fished in 
the Black Hills in 2003.   

 
• Resident Black Hills anglers had higher proportions of social, relaxation and food 

anglers and nonresident Black Hills anglers had higher proportions of nature, 
excitement and sports anglers.   

 
• Catching fish was more important to nonresident Black Hills anglers than resident 

Black Hills anglers although residents and nonresidents were similar in the degree 
                                                           
1 Each of the four nonresident fishing licenses was analyzed separately and results reported in this report.  
A short comparison of selected results between resident and nonresident anglers was selected to summarize 
the important findings. 
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that catching fish was not strongly linked to satisfaction.  Catching large fish was 
slightly more important to nonresident Black Hills anglers than resident Black Hills 
anglers and catching a limit of fish to take home was slightly more important to 
resident Black Hills anglers compared to nonresident Black Hills anglers. 

 
Comparing Resident and Nonresident Missouri River Anglers 
 

• A higher proportion of nonresident anglers fished in the Missouri River in 2003 
(50.6%) compared to resident anglers (44.6%).   

 
• Resident Missouri River anglers had higher proportions of nature and food anglers 

and nonresident Missouri River anglers had higher proportions of social, relaxation, 
excitement and sports anglers. 

 
• Catching fish was more important to nonresident Missouri River anglers than resident 

Missouri River anglers on all four catching fish variables. 
 
• Resident Missouri River anglers had higher ratings for nature, shore fishing and 

tradition factors.  Nonresident Missouri River anglers were more focused on fish 
factors, boating opportunities and amenities that makes fishing easy. 

 
Comparing Resident Black Hills & Missouri River Anglers  
 

• Four resident groups were classified based on fishing location in South Dakota in 
2003.    The four groups were neither (fished in 2003 but not in the Black Hills or the 
Missouri River – 42.1%), Black Hills (fished in the Black Hills in 2003 but not the 
Missouri River – 13.3%), Missouri River (fished in the Missouri River in 2003 but 
not the Black Hills – 37.8%), and both (fished in both the Black Hills and the 
Missouri River in 2003 – 6.8%).   

 
• Factors important to 2003 Black Hills anglers tended to be nature oriented and shore 

fishing opportunities and included fish stocking.  The anglers fishing in the Missouri 
River in 2003 were more focused on boat fishing, specific fish species, success and 
amenities that makes fishing easy. 

 
Comparing Nonresident Black Hills & Missouri River Anglers  
 

• Four nonresident groups were classified based on fishing location in South Dakota in 
2003.  The four groups were neither (fished in 2003 but not in the Black Hills or the 
Missouri River – 33.3%), Black Hills (fished in the Black Hills in 2003 but not the 
Missouri River – 16.5%), Missouri River (fished in the Missouri River in 2003 but 
not the Black Hills – 48.6%), and both (fished in both the Black Hills and the 
Missouri River in 2003 – 1.6%). 

 
• Nonresident Black Hills anglers and nonresident Missouri River anglers were very 

different in their ratings of the 29 factors important for selecting a good fishing spot – 
only one factor was relatively similar in importance (area is stocked with fish).  Seven 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 vii  
  

factors were rated more important to nonresident Black Hills anglers mainly focused 
on nature factors, family area and shore fishing opportunities.  Twenty-one factors 
were rated more important to nonresident Missouri River anglers mainly focused on 
boat fishing, fish factors, success and amenities that makes fishing easy. 

 
 
Angler Models – Understanding Resident Anglers 

A total of five models are evaluated in this section (although many more were 
explored in the process of identifying appropriate models), all developed from the 
resident annual angler survey data.  One model was based on anglers’ motivations for 
fishing and is referred to as the angler motivational model in this report.  Two models 
were based on anglers’ attitudes towards catching fish and are refereed to as the 4-group 
catching fish model and the 5-group catching fish model in this report.  Two models were 
based on anglers’ evaluation of factors important for “a good fishing spot” and are 
refereed to as the 5-group fishing spot model and the 6-group fishing spot model in this 
report. The two fishing spot models have one thing in common, a general distinction 
between shore anglers and boat anglers.  Shore anglers and boat anglers seem to have a 
general fundamental difference in their criteria for selecting a good fishing spot. 
  
 Angler Motivational Model.  The angler motivational model identifies six types of 
anglers. Social anglers’ (28%) most important motivation for fishing is for companionship 
and enjoying the time spent with friends and/or family.  The dominant motivation of nature 
anglers (25%) is to enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the area.  The dominant 
motivation of the relaxation anglers (21%) is to get away and relax.  The excitement 
anglers (16%) are motivated by the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the feeling one 
gets when you have a fish in the line.  The food anglers (8%) are motivated by the desire to 
bring fish home to eat.  The sport angler group (2%) was developed by combining three 
motivations for fishing that are somewhat related (trophy, accomplishment and 
competition).  Trophy anglers are motivated by the product of fishing, namely catching 
really big fish to hang on the wall or otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and 
accomplishment.  Accomplishment anglers are motivated by the desire to become a 
proficient angler and the competition anglers are mainly interested in competing in fishing 
tournaments.  
 

4-Group Catching Fish Model.  The 4-group catching fish model was largely 
based on the importance of catching fish variable and produces an easy to understand 
model because it produces a 4-group continuum from catching fish not being important to 
being very important.  The “not important” group (25%) was also not interested in big 
fish or catching limits of fish.  The “low importance” group (24%) did have a relatively 
high interest in catching big fish, i.e., overall catching fish is of low importance but the 
main focus is on catching big fish.  The “medium importance” group (30%) did have a 
relatively high interest in catching a limit of fish to take home.  I suspect that many of the 
food or utilitarian type anglers fall into this group.  Catching fish was so important to the 
“high importance” group (21%) that it affected satisfaction.  A second nice feature of 
this 4-group catching fish model is that the four groups are approximately equal in size. 
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5-Group Catching Fish Model.  The 5-group catching fish model is more 
complex than the 4-group model because it does not produce a simple continuum model.  
The big fish angler group (37%) is the largest group and is mainly focused on catching 
big fish.  The activity anglers (25%) were name because these anglers do not seem to be 
interested in catching fish but are more motivated by the other activities associated with 
fishing, such as social, nature enjoyment or relaxation.  The product anglers (13%) are 
very much focused on all aspects of catching fish, including taking fish home.  Fishing is 
very important to the action group (13%) and catching fish is an important component, 
however, this group is more interested in the activity of catching fish rather than being 
focused on the product of fishing.  The bag-limit anglers (12%) are also focused on being 
able to take some fish home, however overall catching fish is less important to the group 
compared to the product anglers and the action anglers.  
 

5-Group Fishing Spot Model.  The names for the 5-group fishing spot model are 
somewhat based on the unique dominant factors important to each group.  The nature-
shore anglers (18%) were most interested in nature factors followed by shore fishing 
opportunities.  The utilitarian anglers’ (20%) dominant factors were associated with 
catching fish to eat.  The shore anglers (20%) shared some characteristics with both the 
nature-shore anglers and the utilitarian, but with a very high emphasis on shore fishing 
opportunities.  The boat anglers (21%) had a strong emphasis on boat fishing factors.  
The total experience anglers (21%) rated everything relatively high in importance with 
some utilitarian and some boat fishing factors near the top of their list. 

 
6-Group Fishing Spot Model.  The names for the 6-group fishing spot model are 

also somewhat based on the unique dominant factors important to each group.  In general 
this model has three types of shore anglers and three types of boat anglers.  The nature-
boat anglers (18%) were most interested in boat fishing with nature factors relatively 
high compared to the other two groups oriented to boat fishing.  The total experience 
anglers (21%) rated everything relatively high in importance but with some boat fishing 
factors near the top of their list and shore fishing opportunities near the bottom, thus this 
group is also oriented towards boat fishing.  The nature-shore anglers (14%) were most 
interested in shore fishing opportunities followed by nature factors. The utilitarian-shore 
anglers’ (16%) dominant factors were shore fishing opportunities followed by factors 
associated with catching fish to eat.  The family-shore anglers (14%) were similar to the 
other two shore fishing groups on many characteristics but had a relatively high rating for 
the family factor compared to the other groups.  The utilitarian-boat anglers’ (18%) 
dominant factors were actors associated with catching fish to eat followed by boat fishing 
opportunities. 
 

 

 

 

 

Table of Contents 

 

 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 ix  
  

 

Volume 1 
Executive Summary ................................................................................................  i 
More Detailed Outline for Tables ........................................................................xiii 
Methods................................................................................................................... 2 
Results – Part 1 / Overall Assessment of Fishing Activity and Harvest ................. 3 
Results – Part 2 / Annual Resident Angler Survey ................................................. 3 
   Part 2 – Section I. Analysis of Days of Fishing ................................................... 3 
   Part 2 – Section II. Analysis of Catch & Harvest ................................................ 4 
   Part 2 – Section III. Description of Fishing ......................................................... 5 
   Part 2 – Section IV. Evaluation of Fishing .......................................................... 5 
   Part 2 – Section V. Opinions related to Regulations and Law Enforcement ....... 6 
   Part 2 – Section VI. Fishing in the Black Hills .................................................... 7 
   Part 2 – Section VII. Fishing in the Missouri River............................................. 8 
   Part 2 – Section VIII. Fishing in Other South Dakota Rivers.............................. 9 
   Part 2 – Section IX. Opinions related to Fishing Fees ......................................... 9 
   Part 2 – Section X. Opinions related to the Use of Technology in Fishing ....... 11 
   Part 2 – Section XI. Opinions related to Fishing Tournaments ......................... 12 
   Part 2 – Section XII. Opinions related to Fish Consumption Advisories .......... 13 
   Part 2 – Section XIII. Opinions related to Nonresident Fishing in South  
          Dakota ......................................................................................................... 14 
   Part 2 – Section XIV. Opinions about Smallmouth Bass / Walleye  
          Management................................................................................................ 15 
   Part 2 – Section XV. Importance of Fishing...................................................... 16 
   Part 2 – Section XVI. Motivations of Fishing.................................................... 16 
   Part 2 – Section XVII. Importance of Catching Fish ......................................... 17 
   Part 2 – Section XVIII. Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing  
          Spot”............................................................................................................ 17 
   Part 2 – Section XIX. Demographic Analysis for the Resident Annual  
          Licenses....................................................................................................... 18 
Results – Part 3 / Lake Oahe Angler Survey......................................................... 18 
   Part 3 – Section I. Resident Lake Oahe Annual License ................................... 18 
   Part 3 – Section II. Comparing Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and  
          Nonresident Lake Oahe Family Surveys..................................................... 20 
   Part 3 – Section III. Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual & Family License........... 21 
   Part 3 – Section IV. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Lake Oahe  
          Anglers ........................................................................................................ 23 
Results – Part 4 / Nonresident Angler Report (Includes One-Day Resident  
          Anglers)....................................................................................................... 24 
   Part 4 – Section I. Resident One-Day Fishing License...................................... 24 
   Part 4 – Section II. Nonresident Annual Fishing License.................................. 26 
   Part 4 – Section III. Nonresident Family Fishing License ................................. 28 
   Part 4 – Section IV. Nonresident Three-Day Fishing License........................... 29 
   Part 4 – Section V. Nonresident One-Day Fishing License............................... 31 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 x  
  

Results – Part 5 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Anglers .................. 33 
   Part 5 – Section I. Angler Motivational Model.................................................. 33 
      Description and Evaluation of the Angler Motivational Model...................... 33 
   Part 5 – Section II. Catching Fish Model ........................................................... 38 
   Part 5 – Section III. Factors for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Model............. 41 
   Part 5 – Section IV. Selected Evaluations of the Various Models..................... 44 
   Part 5 – Section V. Comparing the Technology in Fishing Model with the  
          Various Angler Models ............................................................................... 46 
Results – Part 6 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Black Hills and 
          Missouri River Anglers ............................................................................... 48 
   Part 6 – Section I. Black Hills Anglers .............................................................. 48 
   Part 6 – Section II. Missouri River Hills Anglers .............................................. 51 
   Part 6 – Section III. Comparing Resident Black Hills & Missouri River  
          Anglers ........................................................................................................ 55 
Results – Part 7 / Angler Models – Comparing Resident and Nonresident  
          Anglers ........................................................................................................ 57 
   Part 7 – Section I. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Anglers .................... 57 
   Part 7 – Section II. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Black Hills  
          Anglers ........................................................................................................ 59 
   Part 7 – Section III. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Missouri River  
          Anglers ........................................................................................................ 61 
   Part 7 – Section IV. Understanding Nonresident Black Hills & Missouri  
          River Anglers .............................................................................................. 63 
Discussion ............................................................................................................. 65 
   Resident Annual Anglers ................................................................................... 65 
   Developing Angler Models for Understanding Anglers .................................... 73 
   Lake Oahe Anglers............................................................................................. 78 
   Resident One-Day License Anglers ................................................................... 83 
   Nonresident Anglers........................................................................................... 85 
   Fishing in the Black Hills................................................................................... 87 
   Fishing in the Missouri River............................................................................. 89 
Tables .................................................................................................................... 93 
   Tables – Part 1 / Overall Assessment of Fishing Activity and Harvest  
          (Tables 1 – 9) .............................................................................................. 93 
   Tables – Part 2 / Annual Resident Angler Survey (Tables 10 – 91) .................. 99 
   Tables – Part 3 / Lake Oahe (Tables 92 – 145)................................................ 199 
   Tables – Part 4 / Nonresident Angler Report (Includes One-Day Resident  
          Anglers) (Tables 146– 232) ...................................................................... 246 
   Tables – Part 5 / Angler Models – Understanding the Resident Angler 
          (Tables 233 – 311) .................................................................................... 323 
   Tables – Part 6 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Black Hills and 
          Missouri River Anglers (Tables 312 – 334).............................................. 432 
   Tables – Part 7 / Angler Models – Understanding Nonresident Anglers  
          (Tables 335 – 357) .................................................................................... 450 
 
 

 

 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 xi  
  

Figure 1. Fishing license types and prices available in South Dakota in 2030....... 1 
Figure 2. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing  
          spot comparing non-Black Hills anglers with Black Hills anglers (data  
          summarized from Table 316) ...................................................................... 49 
Figure 3. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing  
          spot comparing 2003 Black Hills anglers with anglers that did not fish  
          in the Black Hills in 2003 (data summarized from Table 320)................... 50 
Figure 4. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing  
          spot comparing non-Missouri River anglers with Missouri River anglers  
          (data summarized from Table 325) ............................................................. 52 
Figure 5. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing  
          spot comparing 2003 Missouri River anglers with anglers that did not 
          fish in the Missouri River in 2003 (data summarized from Table 329)...... 54 
Figure 6. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing  
          spot comparing 2003 Black Hills anglers and 2003 Missouri River  
          anglers (data summarized from Table 334) ................................................ 56 
Figure 7. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot  
          comparing 2003 resident and nonresident anglers (data summarized  
          from Table 338)........................................................................................... 58 
Figure 8. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot  
          comparing 2003 resident and nonresident Black Hills Anglers 
          (data summarized from Table 347) ............................................................. 60 
Figure 9. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot  
          comparing 2003 resident and nonresident Missouri River Anglers 
          (data summarized from Table 352) ............................................................. 62 
Figure 10. Factors important to nonresident anglers for selecting a good  
          fishing spot comparing 2003 Black Hills anglers and 2003 Missouri  
          River anglers (data summarized from Table 357)....................................... 64 
Figure 11. Angler satisfaction with their fishing experience comparing  
          residents vs. nonresidents and 1999 vs. 2003 ............................................. 67 
Figure 12. The importance of catching fish for each of the six angler  
          motivational-types....................................................................................... 77 
Figure 13. Comparing the satisfaction of anglers with a Resident Lake  
          Oahe Annual License with anglers with one of the other resident  
          annual fishing licenses (2003)..................................................................... 79 
Figure 14. Comparing the motivations of anglers with a Resident Lake  
          Oahe Annual License with anglers with one of the other resident  
          annual fishing licenses (2003)..................................................................... 80 
Figure 15. Comparing the motivations of anglers with a Nonresident Lake  
          Oahe Annual/Family License with anglers with one of the regular  
          nonresident annual licenses (Nonresident Annual Fishing License /  
          Nonresident Family Fishing License) (2003) ............................................. 82 
Figure 16. Comparing the satisfaction of anglers with a Resident One-Day  
          Fishing License with anglers with one of the other resident annual  
          fishing licenses (2003) ................................................................................ 84 
 

 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 xii  
  

Figure 17. Comparing the motivations of anglers with a Resident One-Day  
          Fishing License with anglers with one of the other resident annual  
          fishing licenses (2003) ................................................................................ 84 
Figure 18. Comparing the motivations of nonresident and resident anglers  
          (2003) .......................................................................................................... 86 
Figure 19. Satisfaction of resident anglers with their fishing in the Black Hills,  
          their fishing in the Missouri River and their overall satisfaction with the  
          South Dakota 2003 fishing experiences...................................................... 88 
 
Volume 2 
Executive Summary ................................................................................................  i 
Appendix A Questionnaire, postcard reminder and cover letters used in the  
                        resident angler survey ................................................................  465 
Appendix B Questionnaire, postcard reminder and directions used in the  
                        Lake Oahe angler survey............................................................  491 
Appendix C Questionnaire, postcard reminder and directions used in the  
                        nonresident angler surveys and the resident One-Day Fishing  
                        License survey ...........................................................................  499 
Appendix D Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Resident angler optional comments ............................................  505 
Appendix E Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Resident Oahe Annual License – optional angler comments......  636 
Appendix F Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Nonresident Oahe Annual License – optional angler comments  643 
Appendix G Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Nonresident Oahe Family License – optional angler comments  648 
Appendix H Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Resident One-Day License – optional angler comments ............  649 
Appendix I Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Nonresident Annual License – optional angler comments .........  652 
Appendix J Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Nonresident Family License – optional angler comments..........  665 
Appendix K Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Nonresident Three-Day License – optional angler comments....  671 
Appendix L Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey –  
                       Nonresident One-Day License – optional angler comments.......  679 
Appendix M  GFP Fisheries Staff Predictions of Resident Anglers’  
                       Responses to Questions Related to Regulations and Law  
                       Enforcement ................................................................................. 686 
Appendix L   Report to Survey Participants – 2003 Angler Survey................... 730 
 
 
 
 
 
More Detailed Outline for Tables: 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 xiii  
  

 
Part 1 / Overall Assessment of Fishing Activity and Harvest (Tables 1–9) 
 
Part 2 / Annual Resident Angler Survey (Tables 10 – 91) 
 Part 2 – Section I. – Analysis of Days of Fishing (Tables 10-30) 
  Part 2 – Sub-Section I-A. Description of anglers that did not fish in  

        2003 
  Part 2 – Sub-Section I-B. Assessment of the Days Fishing in 2003  

        Parameter 
Part 2 – Sub-Section I-C. Days Fishing in Different Types of Waters  

        in 2003 
  Part 2 – Sub-Section I-D. Days Fishing Parameter Analyzed by  

        License Type 
 Part 2 – Section II. – Analysis of Catch & Harvest (Table 20) 
 Part 2 – Section III. – Description of Fishing (Tables 21-27) 
 Part 2 – Section IV. – Evaluation of Fishing (Tables 28-30) 
 Part 2 – Section V. – Opinions related to Regulations and Law Enforcement 

(Tables 31-37) 
 Part 2 – Section VI. – Fishing in the Black Hills (Tables 38-45) 
 Part 2 – Section VII. – Fishing in the Missouri River System (Tables 46-53) 
 Part 2 – Section VIII. – Fishing in Other South Dakota Rivers (Table 54) 
  Part 2 – Section IX. – Opinions related to Fishing Fees (Tables 55-58) 
 Part 2 – Section X. – Opinions related to Use of Technology in Fishing  

(Table 59) 
 Part 2 – Section XI. – Opinions related to Fishing Tournaments  

 (Tables 60-62) 
 Part 2 – Section XII. – Opinions related to Fish Consumption Advisories 

    (Tables 63-67) 
 Part 2 – Section XIII. – Opinions related to Nonresident Fishing in South  

     Dakota (Tables 68-75) 
 Part 2 – Section XIV. – Opinions related to Smallmouth Bass / Walleye  

     Management (Tables 76-78) 
 Part 2 – Section XV. – Importance of Fishing (Table 79) 
 Part 2 – Section XVI. – Motivations for Fishing (Tables 80-83) 
 Part 2 – Section XVII. – Importance of Catching Fish (Tables 84-85) 
 Part 2 – Section XVIII. – Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing  

        Spot” (Tables 86-88) 
 Part 2 – Section XVIV. – Demographic Analyses for the Resident Annual  

       Licenses (Tables 89-91) 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti                 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 xiv  
  

 
Part 3 / Lake Oahe Angler Survey (Tables 92 – 145) 

Part 3 – Section I. Resident Lake Oahe Annual License (Tables 93-110) 
Part 3 – Section II. Comparing Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and  

  Nonresident Lake Oahe Family (Tables 111-113) 
Part 3 – Section III. Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and Nonresident Lake  

  Oahe Family (Tables 114-130) 
Part 3 – Section IV. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Lake Oahe  

  Anglers (Tables 131-145) 
 
Part 4 / Nonresident Angler Report (Includes One-Day Resident Anglers) (Tables 145 
– 232) 

Part 4 – Section I. Resident One-Day Fishing License (Tables 146-164) 
Part 4 – Section II. Nonresident Annual Fishing License (Tables 165-181) 
Part 4 – Section III. Nonresident Family Fishing License (Tables 182-198) 
Part 4 – Section IV. Nonresident Three-Day Fishing License (Tables 199-215) 
Part 4 – Section V. Nonresident One-Day Fishing License (Tables 216-232) 

 
Part 5 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Anglers (Tables 233 – 311) 

Part 5 – Section I. Angler Motivational Model (Tables 233-279) 
Part 5 – Section II. Catching Fish Model (Tables 280-287) 
Part 5 – Section III. Factors for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Model  

  (Tables 288-297) 
Part 5 – Section IV. Selected Evaluation of the Various Angler Models  
              (Tables 298-310) 
Part 5 – Section V. Comparing the Technology in Fishing Model with the 

 Various Angler Models (Table 311) 
 
Part 6 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Black Hills and Missouri River 
Anglers (Tables 312 – 334) 

Part 6 – Section I. Black Hills Anglers (Tables 312-320) 
Part 6 – Section II. Missouri River Anglers (Tables 321-329) 
Part 6 – Section III. Comparing Resident Black Hills and Missouri River  

  Anglers (Tables 330-334) 
 
Part 7 / Angler Models – Understanding Nonresident Anglers (Tables 335 – 357) 

Part 7 – Section I. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Anglers (Tables  
   335-342) 

Part 7 – Section II. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Black Hills 
  Anglers (Tables 342-347) 

Part 7 – Section III. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Missouri River  
  Anglers (Tables 348-352) 

Part 7 – Section IV. Comparing Nonresident Black Hills and Missouri River 
  Anglers (Tables 353-357) 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 

Fishing in South Dakota - 2003 
Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 

 

HD-6-04.AMS 
 

Larry M. Gigliotti 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Resident License Types Price Nonresident License Types Price 
Annual Fishing $21 Annual Fishing $59 
Combination License $44 Family Fishing $59 
Senior Fishing (65 and over) $5 Three-Day Fishing $30 
Junior Combination License (16 – 18) $23 One-Day Fishing $12 
One-Day Fishing $7 Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $20 
Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $7 Lake Oahe Family Fishing $20 
Figure 1. Fishing license types and prices available in South Dakota for 2003. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Approximately every ten years Game, Fish and Parks 

conducts an extensive survey of South Dakota anglers.  The 

purpose of this 2003 survey was to provide a thorough 

understanding of our resident and nonresident anglers and to 

provide an overall estimate of fishing activity and harvest in 

South Dakota.  Assessing fishing activity, harvest and opinions   

for all South Dakota for an annual period is a relatively difficult task because of the 

multitude of license types available that allows a person to fish in South Dakota.  In 2003 

South Dakota had 12 different license types that allowed fishing (six resident and six 

nonresident license types) (Figure 1).  A statewide South Dakota angler preference 

survey was last conducted in 1993 and a statewide fishing activity and harvest survey was 

last conducted in 1999. 
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Methods 
 Three different survey instrument types were used in this overall study.  The 

initial mailing of the questionnaires was on January 1, 2004 with a post card reminder 

mailed on January 20, 2004.  Two additional mailings of the questionnaires to 

nonrespondents were conducted (February 10 and March 10, 2004).  Three different 

types of questionnaires were used.  The main focus was on resident anglers with one of 

the following license types: Annual Fishing License, Combination License, Senior 

Fishing License, and Junior Combination License.  This survey used a 20-page 

questionnaire (including cover pages) (Appendix A).  The second survey focus was on 

the special Lake Oahe license types (Resident Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License, 

Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License, and Nonresident Lake Oahe Family 

Fishing License).  The Lake Oahe special license survey used a four-page questionnaire 

(Appendix B).  The third survey also used a four-page questionnaire and focused mainly 

on nonresident fishing (Nonresident Annual Fishing License, Nonresident Family Fishing 

License, Nonresident Three-Day Fishing License, and Nonresident One-Day Fishing 

License) but also included the Resident One-Day Fishing License (Appendix C). 

 Analysis Plan.  This analysis will first report the general analyses (mainly 

frequencies, cross-tabs and ANOVA) for each separate survey type and make some 

general comparisons between license-types within each of the three survey types.  Then 

three types of models of angler-types will be produced.  One model will use the 

motivations for fishing variables (questions 14 and 15 in Appendix A and questions 9 and 

10 in Appendix B and C).  A second model will use the harvest-attitude variables 

(question 16 in Appendix A and question 7 in Appendix B and C), and the third model 

will use the factors for selecting a good fishing spot variables (question 17 in Appendix A 

and question 8 in Appendix B and C).  The value of each of these models will be 

explored and the best model(s) (evaluated in terms of providing a good understanding of 

angler behavior) will be used to make comparisons among the various license types. 
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Results – Part 1 / Overall Assessment of Fishing Activity and Harvest 

 Overall, 2003 had more total days of fishing activity than occurred in 1999 (2.9 

million vs. 2.5 million) (Table 1).  However, more total walleye, bass, pike/musky, trout 

and yellow perch were caught in 1999 than were caught in 2003 (Table 1).  Fishing 

activity in 2003 by license type is summarized in Table 2.  Estimated numbers of specific 

fish (walleye, bass, northern pike, musky, trout and yellow perch) harvested in 2003 by 

license type are provided in Tables 3 through 8.  Overall residents accounted for about 

87% of the total recreational fishing days in South Dakota in 2003 and accounted for 

about 76% of the total walleye harvest (Table 9). 

 
Results – Part 2 / Annual Resident Angler Survey 

 The annual resident angler survey was drawn from four annual license types that 

allow fishing (Annual Fishing, Combination, Senior Fishing and Jr. Combination) in 

relative proportion to the 2002 license sales statistics.  The 2003 initial sample 

proportions was very similar to the actual 2003 license sales statistics, i.e., 2002 license 

sales statistics was a good predictor of the 2003 license sales (Table 10).  However, due 

to unequal return rates the proportion of responses from the different license types results 

in a sample that is a little actual 2003 license sales (Table 11).  Senior anglers had a very 

good response rate (80%), followed by a fair response rate by Combination License 

holders (72%), however, the Annual Fishing License holders (62%) and the Junior 

Combination License holders (55%) had a poor response rate. 

 
Part 2 – Section I. Analysis of Days of Fishing 

 Almost 10% of the anglers with one of the annual licenses did not do any fishing 

in 2003, with about 4% fishing only one day and about 5% fishing two days (Table 12).  

The overall average number of days fished in 2003 by licensed anglers was 19.4 days 

(21.5 days excluding people that did not do any fishing in 2003), however, the median 

number of days fished was 10.0 days. 

Sub-Section I-A. – Description of anglers that did not fish in 2003. Of the 

anglers that did not fish in 2003, most (90%) had fished in the past and only 5% did not 

intend to fish in the future (Table 13).  Importance of fishing ranged from “not important” 
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for about 30% of these 2003 non-participants to “very important” for about 13% of these 

2003 non-participants. 

Sub-Section I-B. – Assessment of the days fishing in 2003 parameter.  Almost 

one-third of the anglers felt that their reported number of fishing days was accurate and 

about 62% felt that their reported number of fishing days was a close approximation, with 

only 6% saying that their reported number of fishing days was just a guess (Table 14).  

There were some differences among the four license types as to the accuracy of their 

reported days of fishing in 2003 (Table 14-A).  As would be expected, the more days a 

person fished the less accurate that they felt they could report their total annual number of 

angling days in 2003. 

Most anglers (92%) would have liked to fish more days in 2003 then they had 

actually fished (Table 14).  Anglers reporting that they had fished “far too few days” in 

2003 averaged about 18 days of fishing in 2003 and anglers reporting that they “wanted a 

few more days” of fishing in 2003 averaged about 21 days of fishing in 2003.  However, 

anglers reporting that their number of fishing days was “just right” averaged about 42 

days of fishing in 2003.  By the way, almost no one (n=9; 0.3%) said that they fished “too 

many days” in 2003. 

Sub-Section I-C. – Days fishing in different types of waters in 2003.  Most of 

the total fishing in South Dakota by resident annual anglers in 2003 was in large lakes 

and reservoirs (32.8%), followed by the Missouri River and its reservoirs (28.8%), small 

lakes and ponds (26.0%), and other rivers and streams (12.4%) (Tables 15 and 16). 

Sub-Section I-D. – Days fishing parameter analyzed by license type.  Overall, 

senior anglers averaged the least number of days fishing in 2003 (15.3 days) with the 

other three license types being statistically similar in their average number of days fished 

in 2003 (Table 17).  Very few of the resident Annual Fishing License anglers did not fish 

in 2003 compared to the other three license types (Table 18).  There were only small 

differences in water-types fished among the four resident annual license types (Table 19). 

 
Part 2 – Section II. Analysis of Catch & Harvest 

 Resident annual anglers caught an average of 40 walleye in South Dakota in 2003 

and kept an average of 12 (Tables 20 and 20-A – 20-F). The catch and harvest rates for 
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bass, northern pike, musky, trout and yellow perch are also reported in Tables 20 and 20-

A through 20-F). 

 
Part 2 – Section III. Description of Fishing 

 About 46% of the total fishing by resident annual anglers was from a boat, with 

about 43% from shore and about 11% was through the ice (Table 21).  Most anglers use 

live bait (92%) and about 77% use artificial bait/lures (Table 22).  About 35% of the 

anglers participated in ice fishing and about 8% did some fly-fishing.  Less than one 

percent use a spear-gun or spear-fishing through the ice.  Types of fishing activity varied 

some based on annual fishing license type (Table 23). 

 Most anglers did some fishing with family and/or relatives (85%) or with friends 

(67%), while about 45% did some fishing alone (Table 24).  About 26% of the resident 

annual anglers did some fishing with nonresident friends or relatives.  About 11.5% of 

the resident annual anglers did some tournament fishing and about 2% did some fishing 

as a club activity. Types of fishing activity varied some based on annual fishing license 

type (Table 25). 

 Most resident annual anglers did some fishing for walleye (82%), followed by 

yellow perch (48%), bass (38%), and northern pike (37%) (Table 26).  Most anglers 

preferred walleye (53.5%), followed by yellow perch (7.0%), bass (6.8%) and trout 

(6.0%), with 12% having no preference.  Note that while only about 19% did some trout 

fishing, 6% of all the anglers preferred trout.  This shows that while trout are not very 

utilized overall, they are very important to a small segment of anglers.  There were some 

preferred fish species differences among the resident annual license types, one being for 

trout with about 11% of the senior anglers preferring trout compared to only about 4% of 

the combination license holders (Table 27). 

 
Part 2 – Section IV. Evaluation of Fishing 

 Most resident annual anglers rated the fishing in South Dakota in 2003 as fair 

(39%) to good (35%) (Table 28).  Young anglers (Jr. Combination License) gave the 

highest ratings and senior anglers the lowest.  About 30% of the anglers felt that their 

fishing areas were being over-harvested (Table 29-A) and about 34% of the anglers felt 

that their fishing areas were crowded (Table 29-B).  Overall, 64.5% of the resident 
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anglers were satisfied with their 2003 South Dakota fishing experience, however, about 

20% were dissatisfied (Table 31).  Senior anglers were the least satisfied and young 

anglers had the highest satisfaction level (Table 30-A). 

 
Part 2 – Section V. Opinions related to Regulations and Law Enforcement 

 About 30% of the resident annual anglers reported that a GFP Conservation 

Officer had contacted them while fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (Table 31).  About 

20% reporting being checked by a GFP creel clerk (about 7% were checked by a GFP 

employee but were unsure whether or not it was a Conservation Officer or a creel clerk). 

 Most anglers feel that they understand most (49%) or all (35%) of the fishing 

regulations for the areas that they fish (Table 32).  For the anglers that were not very 

knowledgeable about the fishing regulations, many keep a copy of the regulations with 

them to check as needed (53%) or depend on their fishing companions to know the 

regulations (49%) with only a few not concerned about the regulations (Table 32).  The 

Combination License holders seem to be the most knowledgeable about the regulations 

(Table 33). 

  About half of the resident annual anglers felt that the fishing regulations in the 

South Dakota 2003 Fishing Handbook were easy to understand, with very few rating 

them as difficult (2.2%) (Table 34). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Only about 10% of the resident annual anglers are opposed to the current 

restrictions on high-grading with about 60% supporting the current regulations (Table 

35).  Combination license holders had the highest level of support and Jr. Combination 

License holders the lowest level of support (Tables 35 and 35-A).  About half of the 

Highgrading Restrictions: High-grading or culling causes unnecessary fish mortality 
due to extra handling and subjecting fish to warm surface water in a livewell.  In 
South Dakota, high-grading is restricted for certain species and/or at certain locations.  
These restriction prohibit exchanging fish that have been held in a livewell, on a 
stringer or in other fish holding/storage devices with one that had just been caught.  
High-grading of walleyes, sauger and their hybrids are prohibited statewide.  High-
grading of bluegills/sunfish from Enemy Swim Lake is prohibited and high-grading of 
all fish is prohibited in the South Dakota-Minnesota Border Waters. 
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resident annual anglers would support extending the high-grading restrictions to include 

all fish species, with only 17% opposed (Tables 36 and 36-A). 

 About 55% of the resident annual anglers agreed that “each waterbody should 

have its own set of regulations which is best suited for that particular stream, pond or 

reservoir,” with 28% disagreeing (Table 37-A).  About 52% of the resident annual 

anglers disagreed with the statement “fishing regulations detract from my fishing 

experience,” with 13% agreeing (Table 37-B).  About 34% of the resident annual anglers 

disagreed with the statement “fishing regulations are not adequately enforced,” with 23% 

agreeing (Table 37-C).  About 71% of the resident annual anglers disagreed with the 

statement “it would upset me to be checked by a Conservation Officer while I was 

fishing,” with 9% agreeing (Table 37-D).  About 59% of the resident annual anglers 

disagreed with the statement “fishing regulations are overly protective and should be 

relaxed some,” with 11% agreeing (Table 37-E). 

 About 52% of the resident annual anglers agreed that “Game, Fish and Parks has 

the competence and technical training to know how to properly manage the State’s 

fishing resources,” with 16% disagreeing (Table 37-F).  About 65% of the resident 

annual anglers agreed with the statement “I trust Game, Fish and Parks to manage the 

State’s fisheries resource in a fair and reasonable manner,” with 15% disagreeing (Table 

37-G).  About 63% of the resident annual anglers agreed that “Conservation Officers are 

usually fair in their treatment of anglers,” with 10% disagreeing (Table 37-H).  About 

58% of the resident annual anglers agreed that “most fishing regulations have a sound 

biological basis,” with 9% disagreeing (Table 37-I).  About 48% of the resident annual 

anglers disagreed with the statement “I feel that most fishing violations occur because 

anglers do not know the regulations,” with 35% agreeing (Table 37-J). 

 
Part 2 – Section VI. Fishing in the Black Hills 

About 57% of the anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003 live in the Black 

Hills (Table 38).  Overall, about 49% of the resident annual anglers have never fished in 

the Black Hills, about 29% have fished in the Black Hills, but not in 2003 and about 22% 

fished in the Black Hills in 2003, with only minor differences based on license type 

(Tables 39). 
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Resident annual anglers that fished in 2003 in the Black Hills averaged about 11.4 

days of fishing in the Black Hills (Table 40).  Resident angler fishing in the Black Hills 

accounted for 11.6% of the total resident fishing activity in 2003 (Table 41).  Nonresident 

angler fishing in the Black Hills accounted for 11.4% of the total nonresident fishing 

activity in 2003.   About 87.4% of the total fishing activity in the Black Hills was by 

resident anglers (12.6% by nonresident anglers) (Table 41).  About 40% of these anglers 

fished exclusively in the Black Hills (averaging about 15.1 days of fishing) and about 

60% also fished in other areas (averaging about 8.8 days of fishing in the Black Hills) 

(Table 42).  About 30% of the fishing in the Black Hills was in streams and about 70% in 

reservoirs and ponds (Table 43). 

Most Black Hills anglers rated the fishing in the Black Hills as fair (35%) to good 

(35%) with 11% rating the fishing as excellent (Table 44).  Most anglers (66%) were 

satisfied with their Black Hills fishing experience, with about 20% being dissatisfied 

(Table 45). 

 
Part 2 – Section VII. Fishing in the Missouri River System 

About 26% of the anglers that fished in the Missouri River system in 2003 live 

near (from 0 – 49 miles) the Missouri River (Table 46).  Overall, about 19% of the 

resident annual anglers have never fished in the Missouri River, about 33% have fished in 

the Missouri River, but not in 2003 and about 48% fished in the Missouri River in 2003, 

with only minor differences based on license type (Tables 47). 

Resident annual anglers that fished in 2003 in the Missouri River averaged about 

11.8 days of fishing in the Missouri River (Table 48).  Resident angler fishing in the 

Missouri River system accounted for 28.9%1 of the total resident fishing activity in 2003 

(Table 49).  Nonresident angler fishing in the Missouri River system accounted for 

57.9%2 of the total nonresident fishing activity in 2003.  About 77.3% of the total fishing 

activity in the Missouri River system was by resident anglers3  (22.7% by nonresident 

anglers) (Table 49).  About 32% of these anglers fished exclusively in the Missouri River 

                                                           
1 Compared to 22.3% in 1999. 
2 Compared to 55.5% in 1999. 
3 Compared to 74.7% in 1999. 
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(averaging about 14.6 days of fishing) and about 68% also fished in other areas 

(averaging about 10.4 days of fishing in the Missouri River) (Table 50).   

About 47% of the Missouri River anglers did some fishing in Lake Oahe, about 

43% in Lake Francis Case and about 35% in Lake Sharpe (Table 51).  About 30% of the 

total fishing in the Missouri River system was from shore, about 67% from a boat and 

about 3% through the ice. 

Most Missouri River anglers rated the fishing in the Missouri River as fair (38%) 

to good (28%), however, about 22% rated the fishing as poor (Table 52).  Most anglers 

(54%) were satisfied with their Missouri River fishing experience, however, about 34% 

were dissatisfied (Table 53). 

 
Part 2 – Section VIII. Fishing in the Other South Dakota Rivers 

 About 5% of the resident annual anglers did some fishing in the Cheyenne River, 

6% in the Vermilion River, 9% in the Big Sioux River and about 11% in the James River 

(Table 54).  About 76% of the sample did not do any fishing in any of these four rivers, 

with few (5.1%) fishing in more than one of the four rivers.  One of the values of this 

information will be for calculating the sample size needed if specific survey information 

is needed for one or more of these rivers. 

 
Part 2 – Section IX. Opinions related to Fishing Fees 

The following information was presented prior to the questions about fishing 

license fees in the survey questionnaire: 
 

Your Opinions related to License Fees 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Your fishing license fees pay for the management of the State’s fisheries resources.  The 
price of a fishing license is based on an amount needed to pay for these management 
costs.  Factors that can trigger a fee increase are inflation, addition of programs and/or 
management responsibilities and reduction in overall license sales.  In 2003 there were 
six types of resident fishing licenses and six types of non-resident fishing licenses: 
Resident Licenses Fees Non-Resident Licenses Fees 
Annual Fishing $ 21 Annual Fishing $ 59 
One-Day Fishing $   7 Annual Family Fishing $ 59 
Combination License $ 44 Three-Day Fishing $ 30 
Junior Combination (16-18) $ 23 One-Day Fishing $ 12 
Senior Fishing (65 and over) $   5 Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $ 20 
Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $   7 Lake Oahe Family Fishing $ 20 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 10  

 

Overall, resident annual anglers were about even in their opinion on the statement, 

“resident license fees are too expensive,” with 34% disagreeing, 38% agreeing and 28% 

neutral (Table 55-A).  However, few resident annual anglers (15%) felt that nonresident 

license fees were too expensive (Table 55-B).  Resident annual anglers’ support for 

increased fees if additional revenues were needed for fisheries management were also 

evenly split between 37% support and 35% opposed, with 28% neutral or no opinion 

(Table 55-C). 

A Conservation License is a license that allows for one-half daily and possession 

limit takes at a reduced cost for the license.  Many resident annual anglers would be 

opposed (40%) to a Resident Conservation License, with 23% supporting (Table 56-A).  

Also, most resident annual anglers would be unlikely (62%) to purchase a Resident 

Conservation License, with about 18% being likely to purchase such a license (Table 56-

B).  Also, many resident annual anglers would be opposed (42%) to a Nonresident 

Conservation License, with about 26% supporting (Table 56-C). 

Most resident annual anglers would be willing to pay some amount in license fees 

if the money was earmarked for additional work on water quality and habitat 

improvement (Table 57).  Amounts ranged from zero to more than $10. 

Economic value is a measure of the importance of something expressed in dollar 

terms.  Economic value is a measure based on the premise that public goods, such as 

hunting and fishing, not sold in the free market have more total economic value than the 

amount actually spent by the participants.  It is different from the economic impact value, 

which is based on actual dollars expended on the activity.  The following information 

was provided prior to the question on determining the social value (in economic terms) of 

fishing to resident South Dakota anglers: 
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Economic Value of Fishing to South Dakota Anglers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Hypothetical situation: This question is designed to measure the value of fishing to you 
in general.  Considering all the fishing that you normally do in a year and all the 
enjoyment, satisfaction and other benefits that you receive from a normal year of fishing, 
how much money would it take for you to be equally satisfied to give-up fishing for an 
entire year? 
 
Based on this measurement format, the economic value of a year of fishing to the South 

Dakota resident annual anglers was estimated to be worth about $7.71 billion (Table 58). 

 
 
Part 2 – Section X. Opinions related to the Use of Technology in Fishing  

The following information was presented prior to the questions about the use of 

technology in fishing in the survey questionnaire.  It seems that there has been a growth 

in the use of all kinds of electronic devices designed to improve anglers’ chances of 

finding and catching fish. What is your position on each of the following statements 

about the use of technology in fishing?  

 Slightly more resident annual anglers agreed (39%) than disagreed (32%) with the 

statement, “technological advances in fishing gear are good for the sport” (Table 59-A).  

However, many more resident annual anglers agreed (46%) than disagreed (26%) with 

the statement, “there is too much technology involved in fishing nowadays (Table 59-B).  

And, many more resident annual anglers agreed (45%) than disagreed (25%) with the 

statement, “there should be regulations to limit some types of technology” (Table 59-C).  

But even more resident annual anglers agreed (54%) than disagreed (22%) with the 

statement, “the use of technology should be a personal decision by each angler” (Table 

59-D).  Overall, resident anglers fall into one of two groups: traditionalists (anglers that 

generally oppose new fishing technologies and want new technologies regulated – 

58.3%) and technocrats (anglers that welcome new fishing technologies – 41.7%) (Table 

59-E). 

Note:  Some people have a difficult time trying to put an economic value on their fishing 
activity.  However, we encourage you to try to answer this question to the best of your ability. 
Please note that this question is not designed to raise license fees.  The purpose of this 
question is to try to estimate the social value of fishing expressed in economic terms (dollars) 
to South Dakota anglers. 
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Part 2 – Section XI. Opinions related Fishing Tournaments 

The following information was presented prior to the questions about fishing 

tournaments in the survey questionnaire: 

 
Fishing Tournaments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
About 31% of the resident annual anglers had at one or more times fished in a tournament 

and about 11% had fished in a tournament in 2003 (Table 60).  About 27% had fished in 

2003 in areas during the same time and place as a fishing tournament and about 33% had 

made a decision to not fish in an area because a tournament was being held there.  

Overall, most resident annual anglers were neutral or had no opinion towards fishing 

tournaments, with 19% liking them and 26% disliking them (Table 61). 
 

The following information was presented prior to the question about fishing 

tournament regulations in the survey questionnaire: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on this information most resident annual anglers (67%) felt that there should be no 

change in the number of days that fishing tournaments were permitted or had no opinion 

(Table 62).  However, about 28% felt that there should be fewer days that fishing 

tournaments were permitted while only 5% felt that more days should be permitted. 

A fishing tournament is any organized competitive angling event involving 20 or more boats 
or, if boats are not involved, 50 or more people, conducted on the public waters of this state, 
for the purpose of awarding prizes or for personal gain or promotional consideration.  Junior 
fishing clinics or achievement contests for youths under age 17 are not considered to be 
fishing tournaments regardless of the number of participants.  ARSD 41:09:15:01. 

The Issue with Fishing Tournaments:  On one hand, fishing tournaments promote fishing 
and may bring in economic benefits to local areas.  On the other hand, fishing tournaments 
may cause crowding and increased pressure on the resources. 

Times when fishing tournaments are not permitted: Fishing tournaments are not 
permitted from 8 a.m. on Friday to 8 p.m. on Sunday of Free Fishing and Spring Open 
House weekend (usually the weekend preceding Memorial Day weekend) or on 
Memorial Day, July Fourth, Labor Day, or on associated weekends when those 
holidays fall on Friday, Saturday, Sunday or Monday.  Fishing tournaments are 
permitted for all other times with the additional restriction that there can only be one 
fishing tournament held at the same location and time period. 
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Part 2 – Section XII. Opinions related to Fish Consumption Advisories 

The following information was presented prior to the questions about fish 

consumption advisories in the survey questionnaire: 
 

Fish Consumption Advisories 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 About 5.3% of the resident annual anglers have fished in Bitter Lake and West 

Highway 81 / Twin Lakes Complex in 2003 and less than 1% had fished in Lake Isabel 

and Hurley Lake (Table 63).  Awareness of the advisories for these lakes ranged from 

11.8% for Hurley Lake to 29.3% for Bitter Lake.  The percent of resident annual anglers 

eating fish from these lakes with fish consumption advisories ranged from 0.1% for Lake 

Isabel to 3.9% for Bitter Lake. 

 Of the resident annual anglers that fished in these advisory lakes awareness of the 

fish consumption advisories ranged from 31% for Hurley Lake to 100% for Lake Isabel 

and the percent of these anglers that ate fish ranged from 29% for Lake Isabel to 65% for 

Bitter Lake (Table 63-A).  Overall, about 26% of the resident annual anglers that ate fish 

from one of the fish consumption advisory lakes were unaware of the advisories (Table 

63-B). 

 Resident annual anglers’ knowledge of fish consumption advisories in South 

Dakota ranged from 27% feeling “not at all informed” to 10% feeling “very informed” 

(Table 64).  About 24% of these anglers felt that the State has not made enough effort to 

inform the public about fish consumption advisories while about 53% felt that the effort 

was “just about right” (Table 65). 

 About 73% of the resident annual anglers reported that they were not worried 

about eating fish caught in South Dakota (16% were slightly worried, 5% moderately 

The South Dakota Departments of Health, Environment & Natural Resources and Game, 
Fish and Parks cooperate to test fish for contaminants.  Sixty-seven of South Dakota’s 
most popular fishing waterbodies have been tested from 1994 to present, and only two 
lakes (Bitter Lake and Lake Isabel) warranted issuing fish consumption advisories by 
the time of printing the 2003 Fishing handbook.  However, fish consumption advisories 
have been issued for two additional lakes this past year (Hurley Lake and West 
Highway 81 / Twin Lakes Complex).  In South Dakota, an advisory is issued when the 
mercury concentration in fish flesh samples equals or exceeds 1 part per million. 
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worried and 1% very worried) (Table 66).  About 27% of the resident annual anglers 

reported that they would not fish in a lake with fish consumption advisories while about 

53% would continue fishing there either eating fish according to the fish consumption 

advisory or not eating any fish from that lake (Table 67).  About 3% of the resident 

annual anglers would not change their behavior due to fish consumption advisories and 

about 17% were unsure (Table 67). 

 
Part 2 – Section XIII. Opinions related to Nonresidents Fishing in South Dakota 

 Most resident annual anglers (84%) recognize that nonresident anglers have some 

importance to South Dakota’s economy, with 9% feeling that nonresident anglers are not 

important to South Dakota’s economy (Table 68).  In addition, about 30% of the resident 

annual anglers felt that nonresident anglers provided some personal economic importance 

(Table 69) and about 78% of the resident annual anglers recognized the “social” value of 

resident anglers being able to fish with nonresident friends and relatives in South Dakota 

(Table 70).  Overall, the social value of nonresident anglers received the highest rating of 

importance, followed closely by the nonresident anglers’ contribution to the State’s 

economy (Table 71). 

 Anglers’ perceptions of over-harvested” fish species could have an impact on 

their attitude towards nonresident anglers fishing in South Dakota.  Over half of the 

resident annual anglers (52%) felt that walleye were being over-harvested (12.5% 

disagreed); 27% felt that yellow perch were being over-harvested (16.0% disagreed); and 

11% felt that northern pike were over-harvested (27.8% disagreed) (Table 72).  

 In response to anglers feeling that some fish species were being over-harvested 

and/or their concern about being crowded out by nonresident anglers many resident 

anglers have called for a spring closure for fishing.  The following questions explore 

resident angler attitudes related to a spring closure for fishing.  The following information 

preceded the first question, “Minnesota has a spring closure for walleye and northern 

pike from late February through about mid-May and Iowa has a spring closure for 

walleye from mid-February through early May on three major lakes.  Some South Dakota 

residents feel that the main reason that Minnesota and Iowa anglers come to South 

Dakota to fish walleye is because the season is closed in their home state.  How 
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important a reason (fishing season closed in their home state) do you think this is for why 

Minnesota and Iowa anglers come to South Dakota to fish for walleye?”  About 78% of 

the resident annual anglers felt that this reason was a slightly to very important reason for 

why Minnesota and Iowa anglers come to South Dakota to fish (45% reported it as a very 

important reason); only 5% felt that it was not an important reason (Table 73). 

 The following information preceded the second question related to spring closure 

for fishing, “Some anglers have proposed having a spring fishing closure simply to 

reduce the number of anglers (both resident and nonresident) from taking too many of the 

fish in the spring with the hope that more fish can be caught later in the year.  How 

important is this reason to you for having a spring fishing closure?”  About 19% of the 

resident annual anglers felt that this was not an important reason for having a spring 

fishing closure (Table 74).  However, about 65% of the resident annual anglers felt that 

this reason was a slightly to very important reason for having a spring fishing closure. 

 The following information preceded the third question related to spring closure 

for fishing, “South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks’ fishery biologists and managers do 

not recommend any additional restrictions for spring fishing for any fish species for 

biological reasons.  However, one possible reason for having additional restrictions on 

spring fishing would be for social reasons, namely if a majority of anglers desire these 

types of regulations or the fact that other states have such regulations.  In general, how 

strongly do you oppose or favor having some type of additional restrictions on spring 

fishing for some fish species for social reasons?”  Resident annual anglers were evenly 

split between 29% opposing and 29% supporting having a spring fishing closure for 

social reasons with the largest percentage (41%) being neutral or having no opinion 

(Table 75). 

 
Part 2 – Section XIV. Opinions about Smallmouth Bass / Walleye Management 

 Overall, the majority of resident annual anglers (57%) had no opinion on their 

preference for smallmouth bass management between managing for “large” smallmouth 

bass vs. higher harvest of smallmouth bass (Table 76).  About 26.5% of the resident 

annual anglers preferred the “large” smallmouth bass management option compared to 

16.5% preferring the maximum harvest number option. 
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 About 45% of the resident annual anglers preferred “regulations designed to 

produce “large” walleye fishing opportunities by the use of strict size limits and/or bag 

limits,” and about 32% preferred “regulations designed to allow maximum harvest of 

walleye by allowing anglers to harvest walleye of all sizes (above a minimum length),” 

with 24% having no opinion (Table 76). 

 Preferred smallmouth bass management option by anglers that preferred 

smallmouth bass was significantly different from anglers that preferred a fish species 

other than smallmouth bass (Table 77).  Of the anglers that preferred smallmouth bass, 

more (49%) preferred the “large” fish management option compared to 23% preferring 

the “maximum numbers” option, with only 28% undecided. 

 Preferred walleye management option by anglers that preferred walleye was 

significantly different from anglers that preferred a fish species other than walleye (Table 

78).  Of the anglers that preferred walleye, more (51%) preferred the “large” fish 

management option compared to 34% preferring the “maximum numbers” option, with 

only 15% undecided. 

 
Part 2 – Section XV.  Importance of Fishing 

 Fishing was a moderately important recreational activity for 32.5% of the resident 

annual anglers, very important for 30% of the anglers and fishing was the “most” 

important recreational activity for about 15% of the resident annual anglers (Table 79).  

Fishing was overall most important to the senior anglers and least important to the 

Combination License holders. 

 
Part 2 – Section XVI.  Motivations for Fishing 

 People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The resident annual anglers 

rated the importance of eight different reasons for why they like to fish on a scale of 0 

(not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 80-A – 80-H).  Overall, relaxation 

with the top rated reason, however, there was a different based on license type (Table 81).  

Relaxation was the highest rated motivation by anglers with an Annual Fishing License.  

The Combination License holders and the senior anglers rated nature slightly higher than 

relaxation.  The Junior Combination License holders rated excitement as their most 

important motivation followed by nature and then relaxation. 
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 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, 28% 

of the resident annual anglers selected social reasons, 25% selected nature, 21% 

relaxation, 16% excitement and 8% selected food (Table 82).  Very few selected trophy 

(1.1%), accomplishment (0.8%) or competition (0.4%).  There was a significant different 

in the most important motivation for fishing among the different license types.  One 

notable difference was the higher percent of senior anglers selecting food as their most 

important motivation for fishing compared to the other license types. 

 Overall, trophy, accomplishment and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the resident annual anglers (Table 83).  Table 83 

lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 
Part 2 – Section XVII.  Importance of Catching Fish 

 Most resident annual anglers (70%) can be satisfied with their fishing trip even if 

no fish were caught (Table 84-A), however, catching fish is an important component of 

fishing for most resident annual anglers (69%) (Table 84-D).  Catching big fish is 

important to about 43% of the resident annual anglers (Table 84-B) and catching a limit 

of fish is important to about 30% of the resident annual anglers (Table 84-C).  There were 

small differences for 3 of the 4 importance of catching fish variables among the license 

types; the overall importance of catching fish variable was statistically similar among the 

four license types.  What may appear to be a conflict is the finding that most anglers can 

be satisfied even if they do not catch any fish while at the same time holding the attitude 

that catching fish is an important component of fishing (Table 85).  This will be further 

explained in the discussion section of this report. 

 
Part 2 – Section XVIII.  Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot” 

 Resident annual anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and 

conditions) for evaluating what makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not 

important) to 4 (critical).  Good water quality was the highest rated factor and nearness of 

restaurants was the lowest (Tables 86 and 87).  There were significant differences among 

the four license types of resident annual anglers for 21 of the 29 factors (Table 88).  For 

example, things like easy access were most important to the senior anglers and least 

important to the young anglers (holders of the Junior Combination License).  Overall, for 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 18  

most of these factors the greatest differences were between the senior anglers and the 

junior anglers. 

 
Part 2 – Section XIX.  Demographic Analyses for the Resident Annual Licenses 

 Female anglers comprised 36.3% of the Resident Annual Fishing License 

purchases, 4.6% of the Combination Licenses, 19.0% of the Senior Fishing Licenses, and 

3.9% of the Junior Combination Licenses (Table 89).  Mean age of the Resident Annual 

Fishing License anglers was 42.3, 44.3 for the Combination License anglers, 72.1 for the 

Senior Fishing License anglers, and 17.4 for the Junior Combination License anglers 

(Table 90).  County resident for the sample of resident annual anglers used in this survey 

can be found in Table 91. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Results – Part 3 / Lake Oahe Angler Survey 

 The Lake Oahe licenses were a special annual license with a reduced fee designed 

to temporarily increase fishing pressure on the walleye population (Figure 1).  This 

management strategy was needed to correct for a decreased forage fish problem and to 

restore balance to Lake Oahe ecosystem.  Increased bag limits and reduced size limits 

were also implemented as part of this strategy.  These special Lake Oahe licenses were 

available for 2001 through 2003.  Response rates for the three Lake Oahe licenses angler 

surveys ranged from 67% for the Resident Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License survey to 

79% for the Nonresident Lake Oahe Family Fishing License survey (Table 92). 

 
Part 3 – Section I. Resident Lake Oahe Annual License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 4% of the Resident Lake 

Oahe Annual anglers did not do any fishing in 2003, with about 10% fishing only one 

day and about 16% fishing two days (Table 93).  The overall average number of days 

fished in 2003 by Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers was 12.2 days (12.73 days 

Optional comments provided by resident annual anglers are in Appendix D. 
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excluding people that did not do any fishing in 2003), however, the median number of 

days fished was 5.0 days.  Most fishing by Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers was from 

a boat (71.5%), 21.0% from shore and 7.6% through the ice (Table 94). 

 About 7% of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers actually purchased another 

South Dakota fishing license for 2003, fishing for an average of 6.6 days (median days = 

2.0) (Table 95). 

 Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers harvested an average of 17.5 walleye, 2.3 

bass, 1.51 yellow perch, 0.22 northern pike and less than 0.01 trout (Table 96).  Most of 

the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers rated the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing as fair (42%), 

27% rated it as good, 16% as poor, 7.5% as very poor and only 4% as excellent (Table 

97).  Few Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (18%) felt crowded during any of their 

fishing on Lake Oahe in 2003 (Table 98).  Overall, about 60% of the Resident Lake Oahe 

Annual anglers were satisfied with the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing experiences and about 

25% were dissatisfied (Table 99). 

 About 35% of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers did some fishing in South 

Dakota in 2003 with nonresident friends or relatives (Table 100). 

 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for 

why they like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 

101-A – 101-H).  Overall, relaxation with the top rated reason, followed closely by social 

reasons (Table 102). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (41%) selected social reasons, 25% selected 

relaxation, 14% excitement, 11% nature and 7% selected food (Table 103).  Very few 

selected accomplishment (1.0%), trophy (0.4%) or competition (0.4%).  

 Overall, accomplishment, trophy and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (Table 

104).  Table 104 lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (67%) 

can be satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 105-A), 

however, catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 20  

(72%) (Table 105-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 50% of the Resident Lake 

Oahe Annual anglers (Table 105-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 

34% of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (Table 105-C).   

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Resident Lake Oahe 

Annual anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for 

evaluating what makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 

(critical).  Good water quality was the highest rated factor and nearness of restaurants 

was the lowest (Tables 106 and 107).  Fish species variables (e.g., presence of good 

eating fish and presence of favorite fish) and easy access variables (e.g., easy fishing 

access and easy boat access) were near the top in importance (ranked second through 

fifth). 

 Demographic Description of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual Anglers.  Most 

of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (54%) were female (Table 108).  Average age 

was 43.7 years (Table 109).  A significant number of the Resident Lake Oahe Annual 

anglers were from Walworth County (33.2%) (Table 110).  The reason for the high 

percentage of Walworth County residents is due to the city of Mobridge in that county 

and the fact that Lake Oahe represents a significant amount of the fishing opportunity for 

the area.  This most likely tempted a number of residents to purchase the reduced fee 

license limited to Lake Oahe. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part 3 – Section II. Comparing Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and Nonresident 

Lake Oahe Family Surveys  
 
 The Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and Nonresident Lake Oahe Family surveys 

were compared to determine if it would be statistically appropriate to combine the two 

samples.  One reason for considering combining the two samples was because the family 

survey had a small sample size and also the likelihood that these two groups would have 

relatively similar characteristics.   

Forty-four unsolicited comments were provided by the Resident Lake Oahe 
Annual License anglers – see Appendix E. 
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A total of 61 variables were examined of which only four significant differences 

were found (Table 111).  The Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual anglers rated the social 

motivation for fishing slightly higher than did the Nonresident Lake Oahe Family anglers 

(Table 112).  The Nonresident Lake Oahe Family anglers rated “good shore fishing 

opportunities,” “close to home,” and “family likes the area” higher in importance than did 

the Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual anglers (Table 113).  Based on the fact that using a 

significance level of 0.05 one could expect to find a total of three falsely identified 

significant differences out of 61 variables, the findings suggests that it would be 

statistically appropriate to combine these two surveys.  

 
Part 3 – Section III. Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual & Family License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 1% of the Nonresident Lake 

Oahe anglers did not do any fishing in 2003, with about 3% fishing only one day and 

about 11% fishing two days (Table 114).  The overall average number of days fished in 

2003 by Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers was 5.4 days (the median number of days fished 

was 4.0 days).  Most fishing by Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers was from a boat (89%), 

7% from shore and 4% through the ice (Table 115). 

 About 6% of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers actually purchased another 

South Dakota fishing license for 2003, fishing for an average of 4.2 days (median days = 

2.0) (Table 116). 

 Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers harvested an average of 14.6 walleye, 0.57 bass, 

0.26 yellow perch, 0.34 northern pike and 0.05 trout (Table 117).  Most of the 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers rated the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing as fair (31%) to good 

(38%), 16% as poor, 7% each as very poor and as excellent (Table 118).  Few 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (12%) felt crowded during any of their fishing on Lake 

Oahe in 2003 (Table 119).  Overall, about 72% of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers 

were satisfied with the 2003 Lake Oahe fishing experiences and about 21% were 

dissatisfied (Table 120). 

 About 34% of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers did some fishing in South 

Dakota in 2003 with resident friends or relatives (Table 121). 
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 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for why 

they like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 122-A 

– 122H).  Overall, relaxation with the top rated reason, followed closely by social reasons 

(Table 123). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (38%) selected social reasons, 22% selected 

relaxation, 22% excitement, 9% nature and 5% selected food (Table 124).  Very few 

selected accomplishment (1.8%), competition (1.4%) or trophy (0.5%).  

 Overall, accomplishment, trophy and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (Table 125).  

Table 125 lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (58%) can 

be satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 126-A), however, 

catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers (86%) (Table 

126-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 50% of the Nonresident Lake Oahe 

anglers (Table 126-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 48% of the 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (Table 126-C). 

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Nonresident Lake 

Oahe anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for evaluating 

what makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 (critical).  Good 

water quality was the highest rated factor and good shore fishing opportunities was the 

lowest (Tables 127 and 128).  Fish species variables (e.g., presence of favorite fish and 

presence of good eating fish) and boat fishing variables (e.g., easy boat access and good 

boat fishing opportunities) were near the top in importance (ranked second through fifth). 

 Demographic Description of the Nonresident Lake Oahe Anglers.  Most of the 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (88%) were male (Table 129).  Average age was 50.3 

years (Table 130). 

 
 
 
 

Twenty-three unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Lake Oahe 
Annual License anglers and five unsolicited comments were provided by the 
Nonresident Lake Oahe Family anglers – see Appendix F and G (respectively). 
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Part 3 – Section IV. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Lake Oahe Anglers 

Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  Resident Lake Oahe anglers fished 

more days compared to Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers (12.2 days vs. 5.4 days) (Table 

131).  Nonresidents fished more often from a boat compared to residents (89% vs. 72%) 

(Table 132).  Residents and nonresidents were similar in the percentage that purchased 

other South Dakota fishing license for 2003 (i.e., in addition to their Lake Oahe license) 

(Table 133).  Overall, residents and nonresidents were relatively similar in their catch and 

harvest rates, with the exception that residents kept more bass compared to nonresident 

anglers (Table 134).  However, based on a daily rate, nonresidents had much higher catch 

and harvest rates for walleye compared to residents.  

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers rated the fishing slightly higher than did resident 

Lake Oahe anglers (Table 135).  Residents felt slightly more crowded than did 

nonresident anglers (Table 136).  And, Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers were more 

satisfied with the Lake Oahe fishing experiences compared to Resident Lake Oahe 

anglers (Table 137).  

Resident and nonresident anglers were similar in their amount of fishing with 

nonresident and resident (respectively) friends or relatives (Table 138). 

Motivations for Fishing.  Resident and Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers had the 

same ranking for the eight motivations for fishing, although nonresident anglers rated 

excitement, accomplishment and trophy slightly high in importance compared to resident 

anglers (Table 139).  Also Resident and Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers were relatively 

similar in their selection of their top rated motivation for liking fishing with the main 

difference being in the slightly higher percentage of nonresidents selecting excitement 

(22%) compared to residents (14%) (Table 140). 

Importance of Catching Fish.  Overall, catching fish was slightly more 

important to Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers than for Resident Lake Oahe anglers, 

however, catching big fish had about the same level of importance (Tables 141-A – 141-

D). 

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”. Resident and 

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers were significantly different on 21 of the 29 factors 
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important for selecting a “good fishing spot” (Table 142 and 143-A).  There were eight 

factors that Resident Lake Oahe anglers ranked higher than did nonresidents (Table 143-

B) and 13 factors that Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers ranked higher than did residents 

(Table 143-C). 

Demographics.  Resident Lake Oahe anglers had a much higher percent of 

female anglers (54%) compared to Nonresidents Lake Oahe anglers (12%) (Table 144).  

Nonresident Lake Oahe anglers had a higher mean age compared to Resident Lake Oahe 

anglers (Table 145). 

 
 

 
 
Results – Part 4 / Nonresident Angler Report (Includes One-Day Resident Anglers) 

 This section reports the results of five separate, but similar surveys (Resident 

One-Day Fishing License, Nonresident Annual Fishing License, Nonresident Family 

Fishing License, Nonresident Three-Day Fishing License and Nonresident One-Day 

Fishing License).  The Resident One-Day Fishing License survey had a very low 

response rate (48%) (Table 146).  However the fishing pressure from anglers in this 

group is very small compared to the total number of days fished in South Dakota by all 

anglers (about 0.1% of the total fishing days in 2003) (Table 2).  The Nonresident One-

Day Fishing License survey also had a relatively low response rate (58%), but then also 

had the second lowest fishing pressure (about 0.2% of the total fishing days in 2003).  

Thus the low response rates will not have a significant impact on the total estimated 

fishing pressure and harvest.  Response rates for the Nonresident Annual and Family 

Fishing Licenses surveys were relatively good (76% and 79%, respectively). 

 
Part 4 – Section I. Resident One-Day Fishing License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 6% of the Resident One-Day 

anglers did not do any fishing in 2003 and of course most anglers fished only one day 

(Table 147).  About 25% of the Resident One-Day anglers fished in the Black Hills in 

2003 (Table 148).  About 32% of the Resident Anglers fished in the Missouri River 

system in 2003 (29% from shore and 71% from a boat) (Table 149). 
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 Resident One-Day anglers harvested an average of 1.13 walleye, 0.76 yellow 

perch, 0.72 trout, 0.26 bass and 0.6 northern pike (Table 150).  Most of the Resident One-

Day anglers rated their fishing as fair (32%), 26% rated it as good, 16% as poor, 10% as 

very poor and only 4% as excellent (Table 151).  Few Resident One-Day anglers (11%) 

felt crowded during any of their fishing in 2003 (Table 152).  Overall, about 51% of the 

Resident One-Day anglers were satisfied with their 2003 fishing experiences and about 

21% were dissatisfied (Table 153). 

 About 29% of the Resident One-Day anglers did some fishing in South Dakota in 

2003 with nonresident friends or relatives (Table 154). 

 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Resident One-Day anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for why they 

like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 155-A – 

155-H).  Overall, relaxation was the top rated reason, followed closely by social reasons 

(Table 156). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Resident One-Day anglers (44%) selected social reasons, 21% selected nature, 

18% selected relaxation, 14% excitement, and 3% selected food (Table 157).  Very few 

selected competition (0.7%), trophy (0.5%), or accomplishment (0.0%).  

 Overall, accomplishment, trophy and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the Resident One-Day anglers (Table 158).  Table 

158 lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Resident One-Day anglers (72%) can be 

satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 159-A), however, 

catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers (66%) (Table 

159-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 54% of the Resident One-Day anglers 

(Table 159-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 25% of the Resident One-

Day anglers (Table 159-C). 

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Resident One-Day 

anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for evaluating what 

makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 (critical).  Good water 

quality was the highest rated factor and chance to catch fish that qualify for a GFP 
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Trophy Angler Award was the lowest (Tables 160 and 161).  Easy fishing access, 

presence of good eating fish, family likes the area and few anglers (no crowding) were 

ranked second through fifth in importance.  

 Demographic Description of the Resident One-Day Anglers.  A high 

proportion of Resident One-Day anglers were female (47%) (Table 162).  Average age 

was 35.2 years (Table 163).  About 26% of the Resident One-Day anglers were from 

Minnehaha County (Table 164). 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 4 – Section II. Nonresident Annual Fishing License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 1% of the Nonresident 

Annual anglers did not do any fishing in 2003, with about 1% fishing one day and 5% 

fishing two days (Table 165).  Nonresident Annual anglers averaged 11.2 days of fishing 

in South Dakota in 2003 (the median number of days was 8.0).  About 8% of the 

Nonresident Annual anglers fished in the Black Hills (averaging 9.8 days of fishing) 

(Table 166).  Most (61%) of the Nonresident Annual anglers fished in the Missouri River 

(averaging 9.7 days of fishing) with 91% of the fishing time being from a boat (Table 

167). 

 Nonresident Annual anglers harvested an average of 12.2 walleye, 11.9 yellow 

perch, 1.23 northern pike, 0.90 bass and 0.73 trout (Table 168).  Most of the Nonresident 

Annual anglers rated their fishing as good (38%) or fair (36%) (Table 169).  About 25% 

of the Nonresident Annual anglers felt crowded during their fishing in 2003 (Table 170).  

Overall, about 69% of the Nonresident Annual anglers were satisfied with their 2003 

fishing experiences and about 20% were dissatisfied (Table 171). 

 About 41% of the Nonresident Annual anglers did some fishing in South Dakota 

in 2003 with resident friends or relatives (Table 172). 

 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Nonresident Annual anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for why they 

like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 173-A – 

Twenty-five unsolicited comments were provided by the Resident One-Day Fishing 
License holders – see Appendix H. 
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173-H).  Overall, relaxation was the top rated reason, followed closely by social and 

nature reasons (Table 174). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Nonresident Annual anglers selected social (30%) and excitement (29%) reasons 

followed by relaxation (18%), nature (12%), and food (7%) (Table 175).  Very few 

selected accomplishment (2.9%), competition (1.0%), or trophy (0.6%). 

 Overall, competition and trophy are not very important motivations for fishing 

among most of the Nonresident Annual anglers (Table 176).  Table 176 lists the 

motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Nonresident Annual anglers (62%) can be 

satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 177-A), however, 

catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers (83%) (Table 

177-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 52% of the Nonresident Annual anglers 

(Table 177-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 46% of the Nonresident 

Annual anglers (Table 177-C). 

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Nonresident Annual 

anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for evaluating what 

makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 (critical).  Good water 

quality was the highest rated factor and chance to catch fish that qualify for a GFP 

Trophy Angler Award was the lowest (Tables 178 and 179).  Presence of favorite fish, 

presence of good eating fish, good boat fishing opportunities and easy boat access were 

ranked second through fifth in importance.  

 Demographic Description of the Nonresident Annual Anglers.  Most 

Nonresident Annual anglers were male (88%) (Table 180).  Average age was 50.0 years 

(Table 181).   

 
 
 
 
 
 

Ninety-two unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Annual 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix I. 
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Part 4 – Section III. Nonresident Family Fishing License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 2% of the Nonresident 

Family anglers did not do any fishing in 2003, with about 2% fishing one day and 3% 

fishing two days (Table 182).  Nonresident Family anglers averaged 11.0 days of fishing 

in South Dakota in 2003 (the median number of days was 8.0).  About 18% of the 

Nonresident Family anglers fished in the Black Hills (averaging 8.4 days of fishing) 

(Table 183).  Almost half (48.5%) of the Nonresident Family anglers fished in the 

Missouri River (averaging 8.1 days of fishing) with 85% of the fishing time being from a 

boat (Table 184). 

 Nonresident Family anglers harvested an average of 9.1 walleye, 9.0 yellow 

perch, 1.47 trout, 1.42 northern pike, and 0.72 bass (Table 185).  Most of the Nonresident 

Family anglers rated their fishing as good (40%) or fair (31%) (Table 186).  About 23% 

of the Nonresident Family anglers felt crowded during their fishing in 2003 (Table 187).  

Overall, about 67% of the Nonresident Family anglers were satisfied with their 2003 

fishing experiences and about 22% were dissatisfied (Table 188). 

 About 46% of the Nonresident Family anglers did some fishing in South Dakota 

in 2003 with resident friends or relatives (Table 189). 

 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Nonresident Family anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for why they 

like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 190-A – 

190-H).  Overall, relaxation was the top rated reason, followed closely by social reasons 

(Table 191). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Nonresident Family anglers selected social reasons (32%), followed by relaxation  

(25%), excitement (21%), nature (13%), and food (6%) (Table 192).  Very few selected 

accomplishment (2.5%), trophy (1.4%), or competition (0.3%). 

 Overall, accomplishment, trophy and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the Nonresident Family anglers (Table 193).  

Table 193 lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 
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 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Nonresident Family anglers (60%) can be 

satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 194-A), however, 

catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers (85%) (Table 

194-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 53% of the Nonresident Family anglers 

(Table 194-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 40% of the Nonresident 

Family anglers (Table 194-C).   

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Nonresident Family 

anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for evaluating what 

makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 (critical).  Good water 

quality was the highest rated factor and chance to catch fish that qualify for a GFP 

Trophy Angler Award was the lowest (Tables 195 and 196).  Presence of favorite fish, 

presence of good eating fish, species of fish found there and easy fishing access were 

ranked second through fifth in importance.  

 Demographic Description of the Nonresident Family Anglers.  Most 

Nonresident Family anglers were male (93%) (Table 197).  Average age was 50.8 years 

(Table 198).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part 4 – Section IV. Nonresident Three-Day Fishing License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 1% of the Nonresident Three-

Day anglers did not do any fishing in 2003, with about 5% fishing one day, 20% fishing 

two days and 57% fishing three days (Table 199).  Nonresident Three-Day anglers 

averaged 3.2 days of fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (the median number of days was 

3.0).  About 17% of the Nonresident Three-Day anglers fished in the Black Hills 

(averaging 2.8 days of fishing) (Table 200).  More than half (53%) of the Nonresident 

Three-Day anglers fished in the Missouri River (averaging 3.1 days of fishing) with 88% 

of the fishing time being from a boat (Table 201). 

Forty-nine unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Family 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix J. 
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 Nonresident Three-Day anglers harvested an average of 4.3 walleye, 1.72 yellow 

perch, 0.69 trout, 0.29 northern pike, and 0.28 bass (Table 202).  Most of the Nonresident 

Three-Day anglers rated their fishing as good (39%) or fair (26%) (Table 203).  About 

13% of the Nonresident Three-Day anglers felt crowded during their fishing in 2003 

(Table 187).  Overall, about 72% of the Nonresident Three-Day anglers were satisfied 

with their 2003 fishing experiences and about 19% were dissatisfied (Table 205). 

 About 34% of the Nonresident Three-Day anglers did some fishing in South 

Dakota in 2003 with resident friends or relatives (Table 206). 

 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Nonresident Three-Day anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for why 

they like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 207-A 

– 207-H).  Overall, relaxation was the top rated reason, followed closely by social 

reasons (Table 208). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Nonresident Three-Day anglers selected social reasons (27%), followed by 

excitement (26%), relaxation (22%), nature (17%), and food (5%) (Table 209).  Very few 

selected accomplishment (2.1%), trophy (0.9%), or competition (0.3%). 

 Overall, accomplishment, trophy and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the Nonresident Three-Day anglers (Table 210).  

Table 210 lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Nonresident Three-Day anglers (64%) can 

be satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 211-A), however, 

catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers (87%) (Table 

211-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 58% of the Nonresident Three-Day 

anglers (Table 211-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 44% of the 

Nonresident Three-Day anglers (Table 211-C).  

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Nonresident Three-

Day anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for evaluating 

what makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 (critical).  Good 

water quality was the highest rated factor and chance to catch fish that qualify for a GFP 

Trophy Angler Award was the lowest (Tables 212 and 213).  Presence of good eating 
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fish, presence of favorite fish, species of fish found there and easy fishing access were 

ranked second through fifth in importance.  

 Demographic Description of the Nonresident Three-Day Anglers.  Most 

Nonresident Three-Day anglers were male (87%) (Table 214).  Average age was 47.4 

years (Table 215).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part 4 – Section V. Nonresident One-Day Fishing License  

 Fishing Activity, Harvest and Evaluation.  About 2% of the Nonresident One-

Day anglers did not do any fishing in 2003, with about 53 fishing one day, 20% fishing 

two days and 10% fishing three days (Table 216).  Nonresident One-Day anglers 

averaged 2.3 days of fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (the median number of days was 

1.0).  About 28% of the Nonresident One-Day anglers fished in the Black Hills 

(averaging 1.7 days of fishing) (Table 217).  About 41% of the Nonresident One-Day 

anglers fished in the Missouri River (averaging 2.6 days of fishing) with 81% of the 

fishing time being from a boat (Table 218). 

 Nonresident One-Day anglers harvested an average of 2.82 walleye, 1.65 yellow 

perch, 0.70 trout, 0.46 bass, and 0.42 northern pike (Table 219).  Most of the Nonresident 

One-Day anglers rated their fishing as good (36%) or fair (29%) (Table 220).  About 10% 

of the Nonresident One-Day anglers felt crowded during their fishing in 2003 (Table 

221).  Overall, about 68% of the Nonresident One-Day anglers were satisfied with their 

2003 fishing experiences and about 18% were dissatisfied (Table 222). 

 About 45% of the Nonresident One-Day anglers did some fishing in South Dakota 

in 2003 with resident friends or relatives (Table 223). 

 Motivations for Fishing.  People enjoy fishing for many different reasons.  The 

Nonresident One-Day anglers rated the importance of eight different reasons for why 

they like to fish on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 7 (very important) (Tables 224-A 

Seventy-five unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Three-Day 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix K. 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 32  

– 224-H).  Overall, relaxation was the top rated reason, followed by social reasons (Table 

225). 

 When asked to select their most important reason for why they like fishing, most 

of the Nonresident One-Day anglers selected social reasons (30%), followed by nature 

(22%), excitement (21%), relaxation (18%), and food (5%) (Table 226).  Very few 

selected accomplishment (2.0%), trophy (1.5%), or competition (0.1%). 

 Overall, accomplishment, trophy and competition are not very important 

motivations for fishing among most of the Nonresident One-Day anglers (Table 227).  

Table 227 lists the motivational profile of each motivational angler-type. 

 Importance of Catching Fish.  Most Nonresident One-Day anglers (69%) can be 

satisfied with their fishing trip even if no fish were caught (Table 228-A), however, 

catching fish is an important component of fishing for most of these anglers (81%) (Table 

228-D).  Catching big fish is important to about 54% of the Nonresident One-Day anglers 

(Table 228-B) and catching a limit of fish is important to about 34% of the Nonresident 

One-Day anglers (Table 228C).  

Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot”.  Nonresident One-

Day anglers rated the importance of 29 factors (situations and conditions) for evaluating 

what makes a “good fishing spot” on a scale of 0 (not important) to 4 (critical).  Good 

water quality was the highest rated factor and chance to catch fish that qualify for a GFP 

Trophy Angler Award was the lowest (Tables 229 and 230).  Presence of good eating 

fish, species of fish found there, easy fishing access, and presence of favorite fish were 

ranked second through fifth in importance.  

 Demographic Description of the Nonresident One-Day Anglers.  Most 

Nonresident One-Day anglers were male (83%) (Table 231).  Average age was 46.6 years 

(Table 232).   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Seventy-five unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident One-Day 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix L. 
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Results – Part 5 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Anglers 

 A total of five models are evaluated in this section (although many more were 

explored in the process of identifying appropriate models), all developed from the 

resident annual angler survey data.  One model was based on anglers’ motivations for 

fishing (Appendix A, Questions 14 and 15) and is referred to as the angler motivational 

model in this report.  Two models were based on anglers’ attitudes towards catching fish 

(Appendix A, Question 16) and are refereed to as the 4-group catching fish model and the 

5-group catching fish model in this report.  Two models were based on anglers’ 

evaluation of factors important for “a good fishing spot” (Appendix A, Question 17) and 

are refereed to as the 5-group fishing spot model and the 6-group fishing spot model in 

this report. 

  
Part 5 – Section I. Angler Motivational Model  

 The angler motivation model is a self-selected typology model in which the angler 

selects the motivational reason he/she feels best describes their most important reason for 

why they like fishing (Table 233).  The angler motivational model identifies six types of 

anglers.  The largest group is named the social anglers (28.0%), followed by the nature 

anglers (24.8%), relaxation anglers (20.8%), excitement anglers (16.4%), food anglers 

(7.7%) and sports anglers (2.3%).  The sports anglers were actually a groping of three 

related motivations: trophy, accomplishment and competition.  Overall, the motivations 

of social, nature, relaxation and excitement are relatively important to all anglers (Table 

234). 

Description and Evaluation of the Angler Motivational Model.   

Importance of Catching Fish.  Catching fish was least important and least linked 

to satisfaction for the nature and relaxation anglers and most important to the food and 

excitement anglers (Table 235).  Catching big fish was most important to the sports 

angler and catching a limit of fish was most important to the food angler.  

 Factors Important for Selecting “A Good Fishing Spot.”  Factors important for 

selecting “a good fishing spot” are used to further describe the angler motivational mode 

(Table 236).  Good water quality was relatively important to all groups so it was not a 

good discriminating variable.  Family likes the area and easy access were two top factors 
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that describe the social anglers.  Natural beauty of the area, no crowding and solitude of 

the area were three variables that defined the nature anglers.  The relaxation anglers were 

defined by a combination of easy access and no crowding.  Excitement anglers were 

defined by a number of fish and fishing characteristics and a lower emphasis on natural 

beauty of the area and easy access variables.  As would be expected, food anglers were 

defined by their focus on good eating fish and keeping fish, while the sports anglers were 

focused on catching large fish. 

 Some of the most discriminating variables for describing the angler motivational 

model include: natural beauty of the area, which was most important to the nature 

anglers; family likes the area and because friends fish there, which were most important 

to the social anglers; presence of good eating fish, number of fish of “keepable” size and 

ability to catch lots of fish, which were most important to the food anglers; presence of 

large fish and chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy Angler Awards, which 

were most important to the sports anglers (Table 237). 

 Amount and Type of Fishing.  The sports anglers did the most fishing in 2003 

while the food anglers fished the least number of days (Table 238).  The angler 

motivational model did not predict type of fishing (shore, boat or ice) very well, i.e., the 

angler motivational-types were relatively similar in the percent of shore, boat and ice 

fishing they did in 2003 (Table 239).  Overall, most anglers, regardless of angler 

motivational-type, fish for and prefer walleye (Tables 240 and 241).  Some minor 

differences in fish species include the slightly higher percent of nature anglers fishing for 

and preferring trout and the higher percent of sports anglers fishing for bass.  The sports 

anglers tended to catch the most fish (walleye, bass, northern pike, trout and yellow 

perch) in 2003 with the social and food anglers catching the least number of fish (Table 

242).  The sports anglers kept the most walleye and yellow perch in 2003, however, there 

were no significance difference among the motivational angler-types in the number of 

bass, northern pike or trout kept (Table 243).  

The nature anglers had the highest fly fishing participation and the sports anglers 

had the highest ice fishing participation (Table 244).  The social anglers were least likely 

of the motivational angler-types to fish alone (28%) and most likely to fish with family 

members (92%) and the sports anglers were most likely of the motivational angler-types 
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to fish in tournaments (34%), as a club activity (13%) and with nonresidents (39%) 

(Table 245). 

Rating of Fishing and Satisfaction.  The food anglers had the lowest rating for 

the fishing in 2003 (Table 246) and were the least overall satisfied (Table 247).  Nature 

anglers were the most satisfied with their 2003 fishing experience, followed by the social 

and relaxation anglers.  About 69% of the nature anglers were satisfied compared to 50% 

of the food anglers (Table 248).  Anglers’ satisfaction with their fishing experience was 

strongly correlated with their rating of the fishing (Table 249). 

Over-Harvest and Crowding in Fishing Areas.  The sports anglers and the 

excitement anglers were the most concerned about areas being over-harvested and 

crowded and the food anglers and the social anglers were the least concerned about over-

harvest and crowding (Tables 250 and 251). 

Importance of Fishing.  The sports anglers were most likely to be checked by a 

GFP Conservation Officer in 2003 probably because they fished the most number of days 

(Table 252).  Overall, fishing was most important to the sports anglers and the excitement 

anglers and least important to the social anglers (Table 253). 

Fishing in the Black Hills and the Missouri River.  The nature anglers were the 

most likely to have fished in the Black Hills in 2003 (24%) and the sports anglers were 

the most likely to have fished in the Missouri River in 2003 (61%) (Tables 254 and 255).  

The motivational anglers-types were similar in their degree of fishing in “other” rivers 

(Cheyenne, Big Sioux, James and Vermillion) (Table 256). 

Fishing Tournaments.  The sports anglers were the most likely to have ever 

fished in a tournament (55%) and to have fished in a tournament in 2003 (31%), while 

the food anglers were the least likely to have ever fished in a tournament (25%) and to 

have fished in a tournament in 2003 (6%) (Table 257).  And, the sports anglers were the 

most favorable towards fishing tournaments and the food anglers the most opposed 

(Tables 258 and 259). 

Fish Consumption Advisories.  The sports anglers were the most informed (self-

reported) about fish consumption advisories while the food and social anglers were the 

least informed (Table 260).  About half of the anglers felt that the State provided the 

“right” about of information about fish consumption advisories, and this variable was not 
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related to motivational angler-type (Table 261).  The food anglers were the most worried 

about eating fish caught in South Dakota (Table 262).  The food anglers were the most 

likely to stop fishing in a waterbody that had a fish consumption advisory (Table 263). 

Importance of Nonresidents.  The food anglers gave the lowest importance 

rating of nonresidents to the State economy and the lowest importance rating of the value 

of resident anglers being able to fish with nonresident friends and relatives in South 

Dakota (Table 264). 

Over-Harvest of Fish and Management Strategies.  The motivational angler-

types were similar in their perceptions of over-harvest of walleye, yellow perch and 

northern pike and their management beliefs and preferences (Tables 265 and 266).  

Overall, resident anglers felt that walleye and yellow perch were being over-harvested, 

but that northern pike were not being over-harvested (Table 265).  Most resident anglers 

felt that a main reason that Minnesota and Iowa anglers fish in South Dakota in the spring 

is because the walleye season is closed in their home state (Table 266).  However, most 

resident anglers are opposed to a spring closure for social reasons. 

Regulations.  Nature anglers were most supportive of high-grading restrictions 

and the sports anglers the least favorable (Table 267). 

Overall, social anglers tended to be least knowledgeable (self-reported) of fishing 

regulations and the sports anglers the most knowledgeable (Table 268).  Overall, most 

anglers (motivational angler-types were statistically similar) felt that it was relatively 

easy to understand the regulations in the fishing handbook (Table 269). 

Sports anglers had the highest level of support for individual waterbody 

management and food anglers the lowest level of support (Table 270-a).  Nature anglers 

had the highest level and food anglers had the lowest level of disagreement that fishing 

regulations detract from the fishing experience (Table 270-b).  Nature anglers would be 

the least upset to be checked by a Conservation Officer while fishing (Table 270-d).  

Nature anglers tended to have the highest evaluation of Game, Fish and Parks (Table 

270-f, g and h). 

Bass and Walleye Management.  Most anglers did not have an opinion about 

bass management but among those with an opinion, the sports anglers had the highest 
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preference for “large” smallmouth management strategies (41%) and the food anglers had 

the highest preference for maximum harvest strategies (21%) (Table 271). 

About 65% of the sports anglers preferred “large” walleye management strategies 

compared to 21% of the sports anglers that preferred maximum walleye harvest strategies 

(Table 272).  On the other hand, only about 29% of the food anglers preferred “large” 

walleye management strategies compared to 41% of the food anglers that preferred 

maximum walleye harvest strategies. 

Fishing License Fees.  Food anglers had the highest agreement that fishing 

license fees were too expensive while on average, nature anglers did not feel that fishing 

license fees were too expensive (Table 273).  Nature and sports anglers would support 

increased fishing license fees while excitement, social, relaxation and especially food 

anglers were most opposed to fee increases.  The motivational angler-types were similar 

in their attitudes towards a conservation license4 with relatively strong opposition and 

being unlikely to purchase a conservation license (Table 274).  Nature anglers had the 

highest level of willingness-to-pay in increased license fees to support additional work on 

water quality and habitat improvements with the food anglers having the lowest level of 

willingness-to-pay (Table 275). 

Economic Value of Fishing.  Social anglers placed the highest economic value 

on a year of fishing and the food anglers had the lowest economic value, however, the 

differences among the motivational angler types were not significant due to wide 

variance in economic value among anglers (Table 276). 

Technology in Fishing.  Sports anglers and excitement anglers had the highest 

level of support for the use of technology in fishing and nature anglers and food anglers 

had the lowest level of support (Table 277). 

Demographics.  Sports anglers had the lowest percentage of female anglers 

(14%) and social anglers the highest percent of female anglers (25%) (Table 278).  Sports 

anglers had the youngest mean age (40.1 years) and food anglers had the highest mean 

age (52.8 years) (Table 279). 

 
 
 

                                                           
4 A Conservation License allows for ½ daily and possession limit takes at a reduced cost for the license. 
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Part 5 – Section II. Catching Fish Model  

 The 4-group and 5-group catching fish models are based on an empirical cluster 

analysis of the four questions dealing with attitudes towards catching fish (Appendix A, 

Question 16).  One strong characteristic of these models is the link between catching fish 

and satisfaction with the importance of catching fish (including large fish and limits of 

fish) (Table 280).  For most anglers, catching fish is not strongly linked to satisfaction, 

however, for those anglers for whom catching fish is linked to satisfaction catching fish is 

extremely important.  However, even if catching fish is not strongly linked to satisfaction, 

catching fish is relatively important to a significant number of anglers. 

 In selecting appropriate catching fish models, five models were explored, ranging 

form the 2-group model to the 6-group model (Table 281).  The 2-group model is very 

simple.  For one group, catching fish is not very important, catching fish is not linked to 

satisfaction, big fish are not very important and catching limits of fish is not important 

while the opposite is true for the other group in this model.  However, this model is too 

simple to provide a very detailed understanding of anglers. 

 The 4-Group Catching Fish Model.  This model is largely based on a nice 

continuum on the importance of catching fish variable ranging from not important (25%), 

to low importance (24%), to medium importance (30%) to high importance (21%) 

(Tables 281 and 282).  Another nice aspect about this model is the relatively even group 

sizes.  In this model, catching fish is only linked to satisfaction for the high importance 

group (group for whom catching fish is most important), thus this aspect is logical.  The 

not important group is also not focused on catching big fish or on catching limits of fish, 

i.e., other aspects of fishing are likely more important to the “not important” group of 

anglers.  For the low importance group, catching big fish is an important aspect of 

fishing.  For the medium importance group, catching a limit of fish is an important aspect 

of fishing. 

 The 5-Group Catching Fish Model.  This model is more complex to explain, but 

provides an overall more descriptive understanding of resident anglers (Table 283).  The 

names for the groups in this model are subjective.  The “big fish anglers” are the largest 

group in the 5-group catching fish model (37%) and are mainly focused on catching big 
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fish, as opposed to being interested in catching a limit if fish.  The “activity anglers” 

(25%) is the same as the “not important” group in the 4-group catching fish model, i.e., 

catching fish is not important to this group probably because other aspects of fishing are 

likely more important to this group.  This group (activity anglers) was so name because 

they are more focused on the “activity” of fishing rather than the product of catching fish.  

The “product anglers” (13%) are just about the opposite of the “activity anglers” by being 

very focused on all the products of fishing (catching fish is important and linked to 

satisfaction and catching big fish and limits of fish is also important).  The “action 

anglers” (13%) are similar to the “product anglers” in that catching fish is important and 

linked to satisfaction but there is no focus on either big fish or limits of fish, i.e., they like 

“action” in their fishing but may be less interested in taking home fish.  The “bag-limit 

anglers” (12%) are not focused on big fish but are interested in catching a limit of fish. 

 Motivations and the 4-Group Catching Fish Model.  In each motivational 

angler group there is a range of the importance of catching, however the distribution of 

the importance of catching fish is significant among the motivational groups (Table 284-

A).  For example, nature anglers have the highest proportion of not important anglers and 

the smallest proportion of high importance anglers while this is switched for the 

excitement and food anglers.  Nature anglers comprised the largest proportion of the not 

important anglers while excitement anglers comprised the largest proportion of the high 

importance anglers (Table 284-B). 

 Motivations and the 5-Group Catching Fish Model.  Each motivational angler 

group contains a mix of the 5-group catching fish groups however, the distribution of the 

groups is significant among the motivational groups (Table 285-A).  Big fish anglers 

were prominent in five of the six motivational groups, but that is because the big fish 

angler group is very large.  Activity anglers are the second largest group in the social, 

nature and relaxation motivational groups, but less prominent in the excitement, food and 

sports anglers groups.  Activity anglers focus on aspects of fishing other than the product 

(fish) or the action of fishing.  This shows a relative division between the six motivational 

angler groups with the social, nature and relaxation anglers on one side, with a focus on 

aspects of fishing other than the product (fish) or the action of fishing, and excitement, 

food and sports anglers on the other side with a stronger focus mainly on the product, 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 40  

fish, or the action of fishing.  This is demonstrated by the make-up of the activity group 

being dominated by nature, social and relaxation anglers (Table 285-B). 

Factors Important for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot and the 4-Group 

Catching Fish Model.  The 4-group catching fish model was extremely well at 

predicting almost all the variables related to fish and catching fish: presence of favorite 

fish, presence of good eating fish, species of fish found there, past success in the area, 

number of fish of “keepable” size, ability to catch lots of fish, presence of large fish, area 

is stocked with fish, because of the regulations there, and chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler Awards (Table 286).  All these variables were most 

important to the high importance group, followed by the medium importance group, low 

importance group and the not important catching fish group.  Two fish variables that 

were not related along the continuum of increasing importance of catching fish were the 

chance to catch a variety of fish and the chance to catch “wild” fish.  Two additional 

variables that were strongly related along the continuum of increasing importance of 

catching fish were close to home and good boat fishing opportunities and one variable 

strongly related along the continuum of decreasing importance of catching fish was 

natural beauty of the area.  The 4-group catching fish model is very good at predicting 

many fish and fishing type variables but less valuable for understanding other site and 

activity variables related to fishing. 

Factors Important for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot and the 5-Group 

Catching Fish Model.  The 5-group catching fish model was similar to the 4-group 

catching fish model by having a strong relationship with all the same variables and being 

very good at predicting variables related to fish and catching fishing (Table 287).  The 5-

group model provides a more complex understanding of anglers but is more difficult to 

explain because the five groups in the model do not follow a continuum of increasing 

importance of catching fish.  
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Part 5 – Section III. Factors for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Model  

 Several models ranging from a 2-group to 7-group models were explored using an 

empirical cluster analysis to group the 29 factors that anglers rated for selecting a good 

fishing sport before picking the 5-group and 6-group models as the most appropriate 

(Tables 288 and 289).  The names for the groups in these models are subjective and are 

based on one or more unique feature of each group. 

The 5-Group Fishing Sport Model (Table 288).  The first group was named the 

“nature-shore” anglers (18.2%) because nature and shore fishing factors were ranked very 

high as well as boat fishing factors being rated moderately low (Table 288-A).  The 

second group was named the “utilitarian anglers” (20.0%) because of their relatively high 

rating of variables focused on the product of fishing (e.g., presence of good eating fish) 

(Table 288-B).  The third group was named the “shore anglers” (19.9%) due to the very 

high importance of good shore fishing opportunities and the very low importance of good 

boat fishing opportunities (Table 288-C).  The shore anglers have some similar 

characteristics with both the nature-shore anglers and the utilitarian anglers.  The fourth 

group, named “boat anglers,” (21.1%) was very focused on boat fishing factors and had 

low ratings for shore fishing opportunities (Table 288-D).  The fifth group is difficult to 

characterize because they simply rated everything as relatively high in importance.  This 

group was named the “total experience anglers” (20.7%) because all aspects (factors) of 

fishing seem to be important to this group (Table 288-E).  The total experience anglers 

had the highest ratings for all 29 factors listed in the survey. 

The 6-Group Fishing Sport Model (Table 289).  The 6-group fishing spot 

model has one feature that I like better than the 5-group fishing spot model, namely a 

more fundamental split between shore anglers and boat anglers.  This model has three 

types of shore anglers and three types of boat anglers.  The three types of shore anglers 

comprise 43.4% of the total and the three types of boat anglers comprise 56.6% of the 

total.   

The first group was named the “nature-boat anglers” (17.8%) because of the very 

high importance of boat fishing opportunities as well as the high importance of the 

natural beauty of the area (Table 289-A).  Note that this group also had a moderately high 
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importance for family likes the area so that this may also be an important characteristic 

for this group that is not implied in the name.  The second group was named the “total 

experience anglers” (21.0%) for the same reasons noted in the 5-group fishing spot 

model, namely that this group had the highest rating for 26 of the 29 factors evaluated in 

the survey (Table 289-B).  This group can also be considered as “boat” anglers because 

even though both boat and shore fishing opportunities had relatively high ratings, boat 

fishing was very much higher in importance compared to shore fishing.  The “nature-

shore anglers” (13.6%) was the third group, named because of the high importance of 

both shore fishing opportunities and nature factors (Table 289-C).  The fourth group was 

named the “utilitarian-shore anglers” (15.5%) due to the very high importance of shore 

fishing opportunities and a high importance for good eating fish.  Note that this group 

also had a moderately high importance for family likes the area so that this may also be 

an important characteristic for this group that is not implied in the name (Table 289-D).  

The fifth group represents the third type of shore anglers and was named the “family-

shore anglers” (14.3%) because of the relatively high importance of both shore fishing 

and family factors, although this group also had relatively high values for nature factors 

(Table 289-E).  The sixth group represents the third type of boat anglers and was named 

the “utilitarian-boat anglers” (17.8%) due to the high focus on various aspects of fish 

qualities and the importance of boat fishing opportunities (Table 289-F). 

Motivations and Catching Fish Models Compared with the 5-Group Fishing 

Spot Model.  The 5-group fishing spot model is summarized in Table 290.  Each 

motivational angler group contains a mix of the 5-group fishing spot groups however, the 

distribution of the groups is significant among the motivational groups (Table 291-A).  

Also, each of the five groups in the 5-group fishing spot model had a mix of the 

motivational angler types although the distribution of the groups is significant (Table 

291-B).  

The nature-shore anglers were dominated by activity anglers while the utilitarian 

anglers were dominated by big fish anglers and product anglers (Table 292-A).  Big fish, 

product and bag-limit anglers tend to be utilitarian in nature, the activity anglers tend to 

be more focused on other activities, such as enjoying nature, and the action anglers have 

a large proportion of boat anglers (Table 292-B). 
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 The nature-shore anglers are not focused on catching fish, the utilitarian and the 

total experience anglers are focused on catching fish and the shore and boat anglers tend 

to be in the middle (Tables 293-A and 293-B). 

Motivations and Catching Fish Models Compared with the 6-Group Fishing 

Spot Model.  The motivational model seemed to fit the appropriate groups in the 6-group 

fishing spot model, for example, nature anglers were dominated by the nature-boat and 

the nature-shore anglers as would be expected (Tables 294-A and 294-B).  Excitement 

anglers and the sports anglers were dominated by the total experience anglers and the 

utilitarian boat anglers.  Food anglers were dominated by the total experience anglers, 

utilitarian-shore anglers and the utilitarian-boat anglers.  

The 5-group catching fish model was strongly related to the 6-group fishing spot 

model (Tables 295-A and 295-B).  For example, family-shore anglers were dominated by 

activity anglers while the utilitarian-boat anglers were dominated by big fish anglers and 

product anglers, as would be expected based on the characteristics of the models. 

Catching fish was not very important to the nature-boat, nature-shore and the 

family-shore anglers, while catching fish was much more important to the total 

experience, utilitarian-shore and the utilitarian-boat anglers (Tables 296-A and 296-B). 

Factor Analysis of the 29 Factors (Variables) in the Fishing Spot Model.  A 

data-reduction analysis procedure, factor analysis, was used to provide a different 

understanding of the 29 factors (variables) in the fishing spot model (Table 297).  Six 

dimensions were identified within the 29-factor model.  The names of the dimensions 

(factor names) are subjective and based on the set of variables included in each 

dimension.   

The first dimension identified was named “fish” because all nine factors referred 

to some characteristics related to fish.  The second dimension was named “area” because 

all six of the factors in the dimension referred to characteristics of the area.  The third 

dimensions was named “easy” because three of the four factors referred to making 

fishing easy and the fourth factor was family likes the area, which fits because having 

easy access, nearby parking spots and the area stocked with fish (that are more likely to 

be easy to catch) would be appealing to families.  The fourth dimension was named 

“boat” because two of the three factors were related to boat fishing and the third was a 
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negative value for shore fishing, i.e., boat fishing is important and shore fishing was not 

important. The fifth dimensions was named “nature” because the three of the four factors 

in this dimensions were related to enjoyment of nature, although having good water 

quality would also seem to fit here because that would mean that nature was unspoiled.  

The sixth dimension was named “tradition” because the factors familiarity with the area 

and past success in the area refers to past experience (tradition) with the fishing area, and 

the most likely fishing areas that would become traditional would be areas close to home 

(the third factor in this dimension). 

Some factors would seem to logically fit into more than one dimension and that is 

possible because some factors had relatively high scores on more than one dimension.  

Table 297-A provides the component score for each factor for all six dimensions.  The 

highest component score determined where to place each factor, however, other relatively 

high scores indicate close associations with more than one dimension.  For example, the 

factor good water quality had the highest score under the “nature” dimension but also had 

a relatively high score under the “area” dimension, which also logically fits.  Another 

example, the factor marina facilities had the highest score under the “area” dimension but 

also had a relatively high score under the “boat” dimension, which also logically fits. 

 
Part 5 – Section IV. Selected Evaluations of the Various Angler Models  

 The entire set of variables in the resident survey were analyzed with the 

motivational model (Tables 238 – 279).  In additional, 20 variables were selected and 

analyzed with the five angler models developed in this study (Table 298).  Additional 

data was provided for the model that was the overall best at predicting each of the 20 

variables (Tables 299 – 310).  For two of the variables, none of the models were 

particularly good at predicting the variable values (keeping bass and keeping northern 

pike0 (Table 298).  The motivational model and the 5-group catching fish model were 

each the best model for one of the variables and the 4-group catching fish model was not 

the best model for any of the variables.  The 6-group fishing spot model was the best 

predictor for seven of the variables and the 5-group fishing sport model was the best 

predictor for nine of the variables.  Note that just because a model was not selected as the 

overall best model does not mean that the model did not significantly predict the variable, 
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in many cases, all 5 models were significantly related to the selected variable.  Also, just 

because some models were better predictors than others in this selected evaluation does 

not mean that any particular model was better or worse than any other model. 

 Days of Fishing in 2003.  Three models significantly predicted day of fishing in 

2003 with the 6-group fishing spot model being selected as the best model for this 

variable (Tale 298).  Utilitarian-shore anglers fished the fewest days in 2003 and the total 

experience anglers fished the most (Table 299). 

 Type of Fishing (Shore/Boat/Ice).  All five models significantly predicted the 

percent of shore fishing, with four of the models significantly predicting the percent of 

boat fishing and three of the models significantly predicting the percent of ice fishing 

(Table 298).  The best overall model was the 5-group fishing spot model, with the shore 

anglers doing the most shore fishing (84%) and the boat anglers having the greatest 

amount of time spent boat fishing (78%) and the utilitarian anglers having the greatest 

amount of ice fishing (16%) (Table 300). 

 Satisfaction with the 2003 Fishing Experience.  All five models were very good 

at predicting satisfaction, with the 5-group catching fish model being selected as the 

overall best model (Table 298).  Activity anglers were the most satisfied followed by big 

fish anglers while product anglers were the least satisfied and action anglers the second 

least satisfied (table 301). 

 Importance of Fishing.  All five models were very good at predicting 

satisfaction, with the 6-group fishing spot model being selected as the overall best model 

(Table 298).  Fishing was most important to the total experience anglers and least 

important tot he family-shore anglers (Table 302). 

 Catching Fish.  The 6-group fishing spot model was best at predicting the 

number of walleye and trout that anglers caught, the motivational model was best at 

predicting the number of bass caught and the 5-group fishing spot model was best at 

predicting the number of trout and yellow perch caught (Table 298).  Utilitarian-boat 

anglers caught the most walleye and utilitarian-shore anglers caught the least number of 

walleye (Table 303).  Sport anglers caught the most bass and food anglers the food 

anglers caught the least number of bass (Table 242).  Utilitarian anglers caught the most 

northern pike and shore anglers caught the least number of northern pike (Table 304).  
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Nature-shore anglers caught the most trout and total experience anglers caught the least 

number of trout (Table 305).  Utilitarian anglers caught the most yellow perch and shore 

anglers caught the least number of yellow perch (Table 306). 

 Keeping Fish. The 6-group fishing spot model was best at predicting the number 

of walleye that anglers kept and the 5-group fishing spot model was best at predicting the 

number of trout and yellow perch kept by anglers (Table 298).  Utilitarian-boat anglers 

kept the most walleye and utilitarian-shore anglers kept the least number of walleye 

(Table 307).  Shore anglers kept the most trout and boat and total experience anglers kept 

the fewest number of trout (Table 308).  Utilitarian anglers kept the most yellow perch 

and shore anglers kept the least number of yellow perch (Table 309). 

 Fishing in the Black Hills. The 6-group fishing spot model was best at predicting 

fishing in the Black Hills (Table 298).  The nature-shore anglers were most likely to fish 

in the Black Hills (ever and in 2003) and the nature-boat anglers were the least likely to 

fish in the Black Hills (ever and in 2003) (Table 310-A). 

 Fishing in the Missouri River. The 5-group fishing spot model was best at 

predicting fishing in the Missouri River (Table 298).  The boat anglers were most likely 

to fish in the Missouri River (ever and in 2003) and the shore anglers were the least likely 

to fish in the Missouri River (Table 310-B). 

 

Part 5 – Section V. Comparing the Technology in Fishing Model with the Various 
Angler Models  

 The 2-gourp technology in fishing model (traditionalist vs. technocrats) was 

slightly related to all five of the angler models developed in this report.  For the angler 

motivational model the nature, food and social anglers had higher proportions of 

traditionalists and the sports, excitement and relaxation anglers had higher proportions of 

technocrats (Table 311-A).  For the 4-group catching fish model the anglers for whom 

catching fish was not important had a higher proportion of traditionalist (Table 311-B).  

At the other end of the continuum of the 4-group catching fish model the anglers for 

whom catching fish was of high importance had a high proportion of technocrats.  For the 

5-group catching fish model the activity anglers and the bag-limit anglers had a higher 

proportion of traditionalist and the big-fish, product and action anglers had a higher 

proportion of technocrats (Table 311-C).  For the 5-group fishing spot model the nature-
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shore and shore anglers had a higher proportion of traditionalist and the utilitarian, boat 

and the total experience anglers had a higher proportion of technocrats (Table 311-D). 

For the 6-group fishing spot model the nature-shore, utilitarian-shore and the family-

shore anglers had a higher proportion of traditionalist and the nature-boat, the total 

experience, and the utilitarian-boat anglers had a higher proportion of technocrats (Table 

311-E).  
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Results – Part 6 / Angler Models – Understanding Resident Black Hills 
and Missouri River Anglers 
 
Part 6 – Section I. Black Hills Anglers  

 About 49% of the South Dakota resident anglers have never fished in the Black 

Hills (29% have fished in the Black Hills but not in 2003 and 22% fished in the Black 

Hills in 2003) (Table 312). 

 Comparing Anglers that Have Fished in the Black Hills with Anglers that 

Have Never Fished in the Black Hills.  The main difference between non-Black Hills 

anglers and Black Hills anglers was the higher percent of nature anglers and sports 

anglers having fished in the Black Hills (Table 313).  Nature and accomplishment were 

two motivations that were more important to Black Hills anglers compared to non-Black 

Hills anglers (Table 314).  Food was slightly more important to non-Black Hills anglers 

compared to Black Hills anglers. 

 Catching fish and catching big fish was slightly more important to Black Hills 

anglers compared to non-Black Hills anglers (Table 315).  Black Hills anglers and non-

Black Hills anglers were statistically similar on the other two variables related to catching 

fish. 

 Non-Black Hills anglers rated 12 factors statistically more important for selecting 

a good fishing spot and Black Hills anglers had eight factors with higher importance 

ratings, while nine factors were statistically similar in importance between non-Black 

Hills anglers and Black Hills anglers (Table 316 and Figure 2).  In general, Black Hills 

anglers were more focused on nature factors and shore fishing and non-Black Hills 

anglers were more focused on boat fishing and amenities that make fishing easy.  

 Comparing Anglers that Fished in the Black Hills in 2003 with Anglers that 

Did Not Fish in the Black Hills in 2003.  Anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003 

were statistically similar in angler motivational-types to anglers that did not fish in the 

Black Hills in 2003, although a slightly higher percent of nature anglers fished in the 

Black Hills in 2003 (Table 317).  Anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003 and 

anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 had statistically similar ratings of the 

importance of the excitement and social motivations for fishing (Table 318).   The 2003 

Black Hills anglers had statistically higher ratings of the importance of the nature, 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 49  

relaxation and accomplishment motivations for fishing while the anglers that did not fish 

in the Black Hills in 2003 had statistically higher ratings of the importance of food, 

trophy, and competition motivations. 

 
 

Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 
more important to à Anglers that 

Have Never Fished in the Black Hills 
more important to àAnglers that Have 

Fished in the Black Hills 
1. easy fishing access 1. few anglers, no crowding 
2. easy boat access 2. natural beauty of the area 
3. close to home 3. chance to catch “wild” fish 
4. area is stocked with fish 4. good shore fishing opportunities 
5. familiarity with the area 5. presence of large fish 
6. nearby parking spots 6. good water quality 
7. because friends fish there 7. species of fish found there 
8. available accommodations  8. solitude of the area 
9. because of the regulations there 
10. nearness of restaurants 
11. bait and tackle shops nearby 
12. good boat fishing opportunities 

 

  

Statistically Similar Between Non-Black Hills Anglers and Black Hills Anglers 
1. presence of good eating fish 
2. ability to catch lots of fish 
3. family likes the area 
4. past success in the area 
5. number of fish of “keepable” size 
6. chance to catch a variety of fish 
7. chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
8. presence of favorite fish 

 

9. marina facilities 

 

 Figure 2. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing non-Black Hills anglers with Black Hills anglers (data summarized from 
Table 316). 
 
 
 Catching a limit of fish was slightly less important to 2003 Black Hills anglers 

compared to anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 (Table 319).  Anglers that 

fished in the Black Hills in 2003 and anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 

were statistically similar on the other three variables related to catching fish. 
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 Anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 rated 15 factors statistically 

more important for selecting a good fishing spot while the 2003 Black Hills anglers had 

seven factors with higher importance ratings (Table 320 and Figure 3).  Anglers that did 

not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 and the 2003 Black Hills anglers rated seven factors 

statistically similar in importance.  In general, the 2003 Black Hills anglers were more 

focused on nature factors and shore fishing and the anglers that did not fish in the Black 

Hills in 2003 were more focused on boat fishing and amenities that make fishing easy.  

 

 
Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 

more important to à Anglers that Did 
Not Fish in the Black Hills in 2003 

more important to àAnglers that 
Fished in the Black Hills in 2003 

1. easy fishing access 1. few anglers, no crowding 
2. easy boat access 2. natural beauty of the area 
3. close to home 3. chance to catch “wild” fish 
4. presence of good eating fish 4. good shore fishing opportunities 
5. familiarity with the area 5. presence of large fish 
6. nearby parking spots 6. good water quality 
7. because friends fish there 7. solitude of the area 
8. available accommodations  
9. because of the regulations there 
10. nearness of restaurants 
11. chance to catch a variety of fish 
12. chance to catch fish which qualify for 

GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
13. marina facilities 
14. bait and tackle shops nearby 
15. good boat fishing opportunities 

 

  

Statistically Similar Between 2003 Black Hills Anglers and Anglers that Did Not 
Fish in the Black Hills in 2003 

1. ability to catch lots of fish 
2. family likes the area 
3. area is stocked with fish 
4. species of fish found there 
5. past success in the area 
6. number of fish of “keepable” size 

 

7. presence of favorite fish 

 
 
 

 Figure 3. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing 2003 Black Hills anglers with anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 
2003 (data summarized from Table 320). 
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Part 6 – Section II. Missouri River Anglers  

 About 19% of the South Dakota resident anglers have never fished in the 

Missouri River (33% have fished in the Missouri River but not in 2003 and 48% fished in 

the Missouri River in 2003) (Table 321). 

 Comparing Anglers that Have Fished in the Missouri River with Anglers 

that Have Never Fished in the Missouri River.  Missouri River anglers and non-

Missouri River anglers were statistically similar in their proportions of motivational 

angler-types, although non-Missouri River anglers tended to have slightly higher 

proportions of food anglers and relaxation anglers and the Missouri River anglers tended 

to have slightly higher proportions of sports anglers (Table 322).   

 Missouri River anglers rated six motivations (food, excitement, social, trophy, 

accomplishment and competition) higher in importance than did the non-Missouri River 

anglers (Table 323).  The motivations of nature and relaxation were rated statistically 

similar by the two groups of anglers. 

 Catching a limit of fish was slightly less important to the non-Missouri River 

anglers compared to Missouri River anglers (Table 324).  Missouri River anglers and 

non-Missouri River anglers were statistically similar on the other three variables related 

to catching fish. 

Missouri River anglers rated 11 factors statistically more important for selecting a 

good fishing spot and non-Missouri River anglers had four factors with higher 

importance ratings, while 14 factors were statistically similar in importance between non-

Missouri River anglers and Missouri River anglers (Table 325 and Figure 4).  In general, 

the non-Missouri River anglers tended to favor the factors that were also most important 

residents living and fishing in the Black Hills (nature, close to home, good shore fishing 

opportunities and having the area stocked with fish).  Missouri River anglers were more 

focused on boat fishing, specific fish species and amenities that make fishing easy.  
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Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 
more important to à Anglers that Have 

Never Fished in the Missouri River 
more important to àAnglers that Have 

Fished in the Missouri River 
1. natural beauty of the area 1. presence of good eating fish 
2. good shore fishing opportunities 2. easy boat access 
3. close to home 3. species of fish found there 
4. area is stocked with fish 4. available accommodations  

5. past success in the area 
6. number of fish of “keepable” size 
7. marina facilities 
8. presence of favorite fish 
9. bait and tackle shops nearby 
10. good boat fishing opportunities 

 

11. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

  

Statistically Similar Between Non-Missouri River Anglers and Missouri River Anglers 
1. few anglers, no crowding 
2. easy fishing access 
3. chance to catch “wild” fish 
4. presence of large fish 
5. ability to catch lots of fish 
6. good water quality 
7. family likes the area 
8. familiarity with the area 
9. nearby parking spots 
10. because friends fish there 
11. because of the regulations there 
12. solitude of the area 
13. nearness of restaurants 

 

14. chance to catch a variety of fish 

 

 Figure 4. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing non-Missouri River anglers with Missouri River anglers (data summarized 
from Table 325). 
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Comparing Anglers that Fished in the Missouri River in 2003 with Anglers 

that Did Not Fish in the Missouri River in 2003.  Anglers that fished in the Missouri 

River had slightly higher proportions of sports anglers and excitement anglers and 

slightly fewer food anglers compared to anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 

2003 (Table 326).  The 2003 Missouri River anglers rated all eight motivations higher in 

importance compared to the anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 (Table 

327). 

 Catching a limit of fish was slightly less important to the anglers that did not fish 

in the Missouri River in 2003 compared to 2003 Missouri River anglers (Table 328).  

Anglers that fished in the Missouri River in 2003 and anglers that did not fish in the 

Missouri River in 2003 were statistically similar on the other three variables related to 

catching fish. 

 Anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 rated five factors 

statistically more important for selecting a good fishing spot while the 2003 Missouri 

River anglers had 11 factors with higher importance ratings (Table 329 and Figure 5).  

Anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 and the 2003 Missouri River 

anglers rated 13 factors statistically similar in importance.  In general, the anglers that did 

not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 tended to also favor the factors most important to 

residents living and fishing in the Black Hills (nature, no crowding, close to home, good 

shore fishing opportunities and having the area stocked with fish).  The anglers fishing in 

the Missouri River in 2003 were more focused on boat fishing, specific fish species, 

success and amenities that makes fishing easy.  
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Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 

more important to à Anglers that Did 
Not Fish in the Missouri River in 2003 

more important to àAnglers that 
Fished in the Missouri River in 2003 

1. few anglers, no crowding 1. presence of good eating fish 
2. natural beauty of the area 2. easy boat access 
3. good shore fishing opportunities 3. available accommodations  
4. close to home 4. past success in the area 
5. area is stocked with fish 5. number of fish of “keepable” size 

6. nearness of restaurants 
7. presence of favorite fish 
8. good boat fishing opportunities 
9. marina facilities 
10. bait and tackle shops nearby 

 

11. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

  

Statistically Similar Between 2003 Missouri River Anglers and Anglers that Did 
Not Fish in the Missouri River in 2003 

1. easy fishing access 
2. chance to catch “wild” fish 
3. presence of large fish 
4. ability to catch lots of fish 
5. good water quality 
6. family likes the area 
7. species of fish found there 
8. familiarity with the area 
9. nearby parking spots 
10. because friends fish there 
11. because of the regulations there 
12. solitude of the area 

 

13. chance to catch a variety of fish 

 
 
 

 Figure 5. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing 2003 Missouri River anglers with anglers that did not fish in the Missouri 
River in 2003 (data summarized from Table 329). 
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Part 6 – Section III. Comparing Resident Black Hills & Missouri River Anglers  

 For this analysis, four resident groups were classified based on fishing location in 

South Dakota in 2003 (Table 330).  The four groups were neither (fished in 2003 but not 

in the Black Hills or the Missouri River – 42.1%), Black Hills (fished in the Black Hills 

in 2003 but not the Missouri River – 13.3%), Missouri River (fished in the Missouri 

River in 2003 but not the Black Hills – 37.8%), and both (fished in both the Black Hills 

and the Missouri River in 2003 – 6.8%).   

There were only minor differences in angler motivational-types among these four 

groups with Black Hills anglers having slightly more nature and relaxation anglers 

compared to Missouri River anglers and Missouri River anglers having slightly more 

excitement anglers compared to Black Hills anglers (Table 331).  The nature motivation 

was most important to the Black Hills anglers (Table 332).  The motivations of food, 

excitement, social, trophy, accomplishment and competition were more important to 

Missouri River anglers compared to Black Hills anglers. 

These four groups of anglers based on fishing location were statistically similar 

on three of the four attitudes towards catching fish (Table 333).  Catching a limit of fish 

to take home was least important to the Black Hills anglers.   

Seven factors for selecting a good fishing spot were more important to2003 Black 

Hills anglers compared to 2003 Missouri River anglers (Table 334 and Figure 6).  Factors 

important to 2003 Black Hills anglers tended to be nature oriented and shore fishing 

opportunities and included fish stocking.  Fifteen factors were more important to the 2003 

Missouri River anglers compared to the 2003 Black Hills anglers.  The anglers fishing in 

the Missouri River in 2003 were more focused on boat fishing, specific fish species, 

success and amenities that makes fishing easy.  Six factors were relatively similar 

between the Black Hills anglers and the Missouri River anglers. 
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Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 
more important to à 2003 resident 

Black Hills Anglers  
more important to à 2003 resident 

Missouri River Anglers 
1. few anglers, no crowding 1. easy fishing access 
2. natural beauty of the area 2. presence of good eating fish 
3. chance to catch “wild” fish 3. easy boat access 
4. good shore fishing opportunities 4. nearby parking spots 
5. area is stocked with fish 5. because friends fish there 
6. familiarity with the area 6. available accommodations  
7. solitude of the area 7. because of the regulations there 

8. past success in the area 
9. number of fish of “keepable” size 
10. nearness of restaurants 
11. presence of favorite fish 
12. chance to catch a variety of fish 
13. good boat fishing opportunities 
14. marina facilities 
15. bait and tackle shops nearby 

 

16. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

  

Factors there were relatively similar between 2003 resident Black Hills and 
Missouri River Anglers 

1. presence of large fish 
2. ability to catch lots of fish 
3. good water quality 
4. close to home 
5. family likes the area 

 

6. species of fish found there 

 
 
 

 Figure 6. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing 2003 Black Hills anglers and 2003 Missouri River anglers (data summarized 
from Table 334). 
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Results – Part 7 / Angler Models – Comparing Resident and 
Nonresident Anglers5 
 
Part 7 – Section I. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Anglers  

 Resident anglers had slightly more nature and food anglers and the nonresident 

anglers had slightly more excitement, social and sports anglers (Table 335).  The nature 

and food motivations were rated higher in importance by resident anglers compared to 

nonresident anglers (Table 336).  Nonresident anglers rated trophy and accomplishment 

motivations higher in importance compared to resident anglers. 

 Catching fish is more important to nonresident anglers and is more strongly linked 

to satisfaction compared to resident anglers (Table 337).  Also, nonresident anglers were 

more interested in both large fish and catching a limit of fish compared to resident 

anglers. 

Ten factors for selecting a good fishing spot were more important to resident 

anglers compared to nonresident anglers (Table 338 and Figure 7).  Factors important to 

resident anglers tended to be nature oriented, tradition factors and shore fishing 

opportunities.  Thirteen factors were more important to nonresident anglers compared to 

resident anglers.  Factors important to nonresident anglers were fish factors, boat fishing 

opportunities and amenities that makes fishing easy.  Resident and nonresident anglers 

rated six factors statically similar in importance. 

 Nonresident anglers rated the fishing (in terms of numbers and size of fish caught) 

in South Dakota in 2003 slightly better than did resident anglers (Table 339).  Resident 

anglers were much more likely to feel crowded while fishing in 2003 compared to 

nonresident anglers (Table 340).  Nonresident anglers were much more likely to fish with 

resident friends or relatives than were resident anglers to fish with nonresident friends or 

relatives (Table 341).  Nonresidents were slightly more satisfied with their overall 2003 

South Dakota fishing experience than were resident anglers (Table 342). 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
5 This analysis does not include the special Oahe-Only Licenses 
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Factors important to 2003 anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 
more important to à Resident Anglers  more important to à Nonresidents 
1. few anglers, no crowding 1. chance to catch “wild” fish 
2. natural beauty of the area 2. presence of good eating fish 
3. easy fishing access 3. presence of large fish 
4. good shore fishing opportunities 4. ability to catch lots of fish 
5. close to home 5. easy boat access 
6. family likes the area 6. species of fish found there 
7. familiarity with the area 7. available accommodations  
8. because friends fish there 8. because of the regulations there 
9. past success in the area 9. number of fish of “keepable” size 
10. solitude of the area 10. nearness of restaurants 

11. good boat fishing opportunities 
12. marina facilities 

 

13. bait and tackle shops nearby 
  

Factors there were statistically similar between resident and nonresident anglers 
1. good water quality 
2. area is stocked with fish 
3. nearby parking spots 
4. chance to catch a variety of fish 
5. presence of favorite fish 

 

6. chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
 
 

 Figure 7. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot comparing 
2003 resident and nonresident anglers (data summarized from Table 338). 
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Part 7 – Section II. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Black Hills Anglers  

 About the same percent of resident (20.1%) and nonresident (18.7%) anglers 

fished in the Black Hills in 2003 (Table 343).  Resident Black Hills anglers had higher 

proportions of social, relaxation and food anglers and nonresident Black Hills anglers had 

higher proportions of nature, excitement and sports anglers (Table 344).  Resident Black 

Hills anglers had higher importance ratings for the motivations of food, nature, 

excitement and trophy compared to nonresidents (Table 345).  Resident and nonresident 

Black Hills anglers had statistically similar ratings for the other four motivations (social, 

relaxation, accomplishment and competition). 

 Catching fish was more important to nonresident Black Hills anglers than resident 

Black Hills anglers although residents and nonresidents were similar in the degree that 

catching fish was not strongly linked to satisfaction (Table 346).  Catching large fish was 

slightly more important to nonresident Black Hills anglers than resident Black Hills 

anglers and catching a limit of fish to take home was slightly more important to resident 

Black Hills anglers compared to nonresident Black Hills anglers. 

 Resident and nonresident Black Hills anglers rated 12 factors for selecting a good 

fishing statistically similar in importance (Table 347 and Figure 8).  Resident Black Hills 

anglers rated 11 factors higher in importance and nonresident Black Hills anglers rated 

six factors higher in importance.  Resident Black Hills anglers had higher ratings for boat 

fishing and tradition factors and nonresident Black Hills anglers were more focused on 

nature and accommodation factors.  
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Factors important to 2003 Black Hills anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that  
are more important to à Resident 

Black Hills Anglers  
are more important to à Nonresidents 

Black Hills Anglers 
1. presence of good eating fish 1. natural beauty of the area 
2. easy boat access 2. chance to catch “wild” fish 
3. close to home 3. available accommodations  
4. familiarity with the area 4. because of the regulations there 
5. because friends fish there 5. nearness of restaurants 
6. past success in the area 6. bait and tackle shops nearby 
7. number of fish of “keepable” size 
8. chance to catch a variety of fish 
9. presence of favorite fish 
10. marina facilities 
11. good boat fishing opportunities 

 

  

Factors there were statistically similar between resident and nonresident  
Black Hills anglers 

1. few anglers, no crowding 
2. easy fishing access 
3. good shore fishing opportunities 
4. presence of large fish 
5. ability to catch lots of fish 
6. good water quality 
7. family likes the area 
8. area is stocked with fish 
9. species of fish found there 
10. nearby parking spots 
11. solitude of the area 

 

12. chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
 
 

 Figure 8. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot comparing 
2003 resident and nonresident Black Hills anglers (data summarized from Table 347). 
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Part 7 – Section III. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Missouri River Anglers  

 A higher proportion of nonresident anglers fished in the Missouri River in 2003 

(50.6%) compared to resident anglers (44.6%) (Table 348).  Resident Missouri River 

anglers had higher proportions of nature and food anglers and nonresident Missouri River 

anglers had higher proportions of social, relaxation, excitement and sports anglers (Table 

349).  Resident Missouri River anglers had higher importance ratings for the motivations 

of nature, excitement, and relaxation compared to nonresident Missouri River anglers 

(Table 350).  Nonresident Missouri River anglers had higher importance ratings for the 

motivations of trophy and accomplishment compared to resident Missouri River anglers.  

Resident and nonresident Missouri River anglers had statistically similar ratings for the 

other three motivations (food, social and competition). 

 Catching fish was more important to nonresident Missouri River anglers than 

resident Missouri River anglers on all four catching fish variables (Table 351). 

Resident and nonresident Missouri River anglers rated 5 factors for selecting a 

good fishing statistically similar in importance (Table 352 and Figure 9).  Resident 

Missouri River anglers rated eight factors higher in importance and nonresident Missouri 

River anglers rated 16 factors higher in importance.  Resident Missouri River anglers had 

higher ratings for nature, shore fishing and tradition factors.  Nonresident Missouri River 

anglers were more focused on fish factors, boating opportunities and amenities that 

makes fishing easy. 
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Factors important to 2003 Missouri River anglers for selecting a good fishing spot  
that are more important to à Resident 

Missouri River Anglers  
that are more important to à 

Nonresidents Missouri River Anglers 
1. few anglers, no crowding 1. presence of good eating fish 
2. natural beauty of the area 2. presence of large fish 
3. good shore fishing opportunities 3. ability to catch lots of fish 
4. close to home 4. easy boat access 
5. family likes the area 5. area is stocked with fish 
6. familiarity with the area 6. species of fish found there 
7. past success in the area 7. nearby parking spots 
8. solitude of the area 8. available accommodations  

9. because of the regulations there 
10. number of fish of “keepable” size 
11. nearness of restaurants 
12. chance to catch a variety of fish 
13. presence of favorite fish 
14. marina facilities 
15. bait and tackle shops nearby 

 

16. good boat fishing opportunities 
  

Factors there were statistically similar between resident and nonresident  
Missouri River anglers 

1. easy fishing access 
2. chance to catch “wild” fish 
3. good water quality 
4. because friends fish there 

 

5. chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
 
 

 Figure 9. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot comparing 
2003 resident and nonresident Missouri River anglers (data summarized from Table 352). 
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Part 7 – Section IV. Understanding Nonresident Black Hills & Missouri River 

Anglers  
 

 For this analysis, four nonresident groups were classified based on fishing 

location in South Dakota in 2003 (Table 353).  The four groups were neither (fished in 

2003 but not in the Black Hills or the Missouri River – 33.3%), Black Hills (fished in the 

Black Hills in 2003 but not the Missouri River – 16.5%), Missouri River (fished in the 

Missouri River in 2003 but not the Black Hills – 48.6%), and both (fished in both the 

Black Hills and the Missouri River in 2003 – 1.6%). 

 The nonresident Black Hills anglers had many more nature anglers compared to 

nonresident Missouri River anglers (38.9% vs. 13.0%) (Table 354).  The motivations of 

nature and relaxation were more important to nonresident Black Hills anglers while the 

motivations of food, social, trophy, accomplishment and competition were more 

important to nonresident Missouri River anglers (Table 355). 

   Catching fish and taking home a limit of fish was more important to nonresident 

Missouri River anglers compared to nonresident Black Hills anglers (Table 356).  

Nonresident Black Hills and Missouri River anglers were statistically similar on their 

ratings of the importance of catching big fish. 

Nonresident Black Hills anglers and nonresident Missouri River anglers were 

very different in their ratings of the 29 factors important for selecting a good fishing spot 

– only one factor was relatively similar in importance (area is stocked with fish) (Table 

357 and Figure 10).  Seven factors were rated more important to nonresident Black Hills 

anglers mainly focused on nature factors, family area and shore fishing opportunities.  

Twenty-one factors were rated more important to nonresident Missouri River anglers 

mainly focused on boat fishing, fish factors, success and amenities that makes fishing 

easy. 
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Factors important to nonresident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot that are 
more important to à 2003 nonresident 

Black Hills Anglers  
more important to à 2003 nonresident 

Missouri River Anglers 
1. few anglers, no crowding 1. easy fishing access 
2. natural beauty of the area 2. presence of good eating fish 
3. chance to catch “wild” fish 3. presence of large fish 
4. good shore fishing opportunities 4. ability to catch lots of fish 
5. good water quality 5. easy boat access 
6. family likes the area 6. close to home 
7. solitude of the area 7. species of fish found there 

8. familiarity with the area 
9. nearby parking spots 
10. because friends fish there 
11. available accommodations  
12. because of the regulations there 
13. past success in the area 
14. number of fish of “keepable” size 
15. nearness of restaurants 
16. presence of favorite fish 
17. chance to catch a variety of fish 
18. good boat fishing opportunities 
19. marina facilities 
20. bait and tackle shops nearby 

 

21. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

  

Factors there were relatively similar between 2003 nonresident Black Hills and 
Missouri River Anglers 

 1. area is stocked with fish  
 Figure 10. Factors important to nonresident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing 2003 Black Hills anglers and 2003 Missouri River anglers (data summarized 
from Table 357). 
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Discussion 
 

Resident Annual Anglers 
 Annual Fishing Activity and Harvest Estimates.  Fishing is an important 

recreational, social and economic activity in South Dakota.  The 2003 fishing season 

provided an estimated 2.9 millions days of fishing activity (87% by residents and 13% by 

nonresidents).  It is important to periodically measure statewide fishing activity and 

harvest for a couple of reasons.  One important reason is to document the value of fishing 

to South Dakota to help unsure that water quality and fish habitat is maintained for the 

future.  The fishing activity value can be used to provide various estimates of the 

economic importance of fishing to South Dakota.  Another important use of a statewide 

estimate of fishing activity and harvest would be to document trends.  If fishing activity 

and/or harvest is decreasing research can be conducted to determine why and what can be 

done to reverse the trend.  If fishing activity is increasing steps can be taken to provide 

for the increased services needed by anglers. 

 Days of Fishing.  The number of days that an angler fishes in a year is a useful 

variable to monitor because it measures the value that a person receives from their fishing 

activity.  One difficulty in determining a fair price for various types of fishing licenses is 

that there is such a range of benefits in terms of fishing days that a person can receive 

from purchasing an annual fishing license.  While the average for resident anglers was 

19.4 days of fishing in 2003, 10% of the resident annual anglers did not do any fishing in 

2003, about 4% fished only one day and about 5% fished only two days.  Nonresident 

annual anglers fished about 11 days per year with about 1-2% not doing any fishing in 

2003.  Anglers fishing none to only a couple of days per year are anglers that may be in 

the process of dropping out of fishing (either temporarily or permanently).  For these 

anglers purchasing an annual fishing license is much more of an economic decision 

compared to the more avid (frequent) angler who can more easily justify the purchase 

based on benefits received. 

 How accurate is the days fished per year measurement?  The days-fished variable 

does not need to be absolutely accurate to provide an accurate and useful estimate of 

statewide fishing activity and harvest.  Also, most anglers can provide an accurate (32%) 

or a close approximation (62%) of the number of days they fished in a year.  Only 6% of 
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the resident anglers reported that their estimate was “just a guess,” with the main reason 

being that they fished too many days for them to provide an accurate value.  However, 

even with a less than perfect value provided anglers can provide a value that provides 

useful information. 

 In addition to the days of fishing this survey also identified where resident fishing 

activity was occurring.  Most of the resident fishing activity occurred in large lakes and 

reservoirs (>150 acres) (33%), followed by the Missouri River and its reservoirs (29%), 

small lakes and ponds (<150 acres) (26%), and other rivers and streams (12%). 

 Description of Fishing.  The type of fishing, particularly shore vs. boat, is an 

important variable to distinguish angler types because shore and boat anglers have very 

different needs and desires.  This will be more apparent in the discussion on angler 

models based on factors important for selecting a good fishing spot.  Ice fishing is also an 

important activity with about 35% of the resident anglers participating in ice fishing 

accounting for about 11% of the total fishing by resident annual anglers.  

 By far, walleye is the main fish species in South Dakota.  About 82% of the 

resident anglers fished for walleye and about 54% picked walleye as their preferred fish 

species (12% had no preference, 7% preferred yellow perch, 6.8% preferred bass and 6% 

preferred trout). 

 Evaluation of Fishing.  Most residents rated the fishing in 2003 as fair (39%) to 

good (35%) and most nonresidents rated the fishing as fair (30%) and good (38%).  

Overall, nonresidents had a slightly higher rating (about 2%) of the fishing compared to 

residents.  About 30% of the residents felt that their fishing areas were being over-

harvested. 

 Resident anglers are likely less tolerant of crowding compared to nonresident 

anglers.  This observation is based on the finding that about 34% of the resident anglers 

reported feeling crowded while fishing in 2003 (at least in some areas) compared to only 

about 16% of the nonresident anglers.  

 Ratings of fishing, perceptions of over-harvest and feelings of crowding can all 

have an impact on satisfaction.  Nonresident anglers were slightly more satisfied (69.4%) 

compared to resident anglers (64.5%).  Angler satisfaction with their 2003 fishing 

experience was down slightly and dissatisfaction up slightly compared to fishing in 1999 
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(Figure 11).  One possible explanation for the slight drop in satisfaction between 1999 

and 2003 may be due to the very low water levels in Lake Oahe in 2003 (many anglers 

complained about problems with fishing associated with the low water levels on Lake 

Oahe). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11. Angler satisfaction with their fishing experience comparing residents vs. 
nonresidents and 1999 vs. 2003. 
 
 
 How high should satisfaction be?  There is no textbook answer for this and the 

satisfaction achieved in 2003 seems to be quite good.  However, I’m going to suggest an 

ultimate target to shoot for in satisfaction whereby efforts to improve satisfaction should 

made if below the suggested target but that once the target is reached additional efforts to 

increase satisfaction may not be cost-effective.  My suggested targets for satisfaction 

would be 80% satisfied with 10% or less dissatisfied, or about a 5 to 1 satisfied to 

dissatisfied ratio or about a 1.5 score on the –3 to +3 satisfaction scale.  Based on this 

survey we know that there is some room for improvement.  The next step would be to 

identify measures to take that would improve satisfaction via an adaptive management 

approach. 
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 Economic Value.  Economic value is a measure of the importance of something 

expressed in dollar terms.  Economic value is a measure based on the premise that public 

goods, such as hunting and fishing, not sold in the free market have more total economic 

value than the amount actually spent by the participants.  It is different from the 

economic impact value, which is based on actual dollars expended on the activity.  Based 

on the measurement format used in this survey, the economic value of a year of fishing to 

the South Dakota resident annual anglers was estimated to be worth about $7.71 billion. 

Regulations and Law Enforcement.  Many Game, Fish and Parks (GFP) staff 

seem to have the general notion that fishing regulations are too complex for the general 

public.  An exercise with GFP staff demonstrated that many have over-estimated anglers’ 

opinions that fishing regulations are too complex (Appendix M).  Most anglers reported 

that they understand most or all of the fishing regulations and that it was easy to 

understand the fishing regulations in the South Dakota Fishing Handbook.  Actually 

many anglers see the value of complex regulations and would accept complexity in 

fishing regulations if supported by sound biological bases.  The solution for complex 

fishing regulation issues may be increased or improved communication techniques rather 

than the application of general, statewide fishing regulations.  

 Another finding was that most resident anglers had relatively high support for 

GFP staff and Conservation Officers.  This baseline information can be used to measure 

the impacts of various “customer service” efforts made by the Game, Fish and Parks 

Department in the future. 

 Fishing License Fees.  Fishing license fees can be a controversial topic.  Resident 

anglers were about evenly split in their support for the current resident license fees and 

support for increased license fees if additional revenues were needed for fisheries 

management work.  Most anglers would support some level of increased fees if additional 

revenues were needed.  The recommendation would be to do a good job of 

communicating the need for increased license fees before implementing any license fee 

increases. 

 Use of Technology in Fishing.  The use of technology in fishing does not seem to 

be a current issue, but depending on future technological advances the potential exists for 
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conflicts based on specific new technologies.  The resident angling public is clearly 

divided into two camps according to their general attitudes towards the use of technology 

in fishing today.  One group, labeled the traditionalists (58%), has the general attitude 

that there is too much technology involved in fishing nowadays and favors regulations to 

limit some types of technology.  The other group of anglers, labeled the technocrats 

(42%), feels that technological advances are good for the sport and would be opposed to 

regulations limiting the use of various technologies used in fishing.   

This situation is ripe for conflict when that certain “new” technology is introduced 

that some anglers feel just goes too far.  For some anglers even the current technological 

advances in fishing gear is too much.  One source of possible conflict would be the 

attitude that the technology is too expensive for the average anglers and simply provides 

an unfair advantage for anglers wealthy enough to afford the new technologies.  Another 

aspects of this issue simply boils down to a “fair chase” ethics issue.  And in some cases, 

the technology just may not be very compatible with the more traditional fishing 

techniques, requiring that anglers be provided restricted areas based on the technologies 

being used.  At this point this is just speculation on what possible sources of conflict may 

arise based on new technologies being introduced into the sport of fishing given the 

current general attitudes and types of resident anglers in South Dakota. 

 Fishing Tournaments.  Based on occasional comments received by Game, Fish 

and Parks staff complaining about fishing tournaments it would seem that most anglers 

would be opposed to fishing tournaments.  I think that it was surprising to learn that 

about 31% of our resident anglers had participated at some time in a fishing tournament 

and that about 11% did so in 2003.  However, about 33% reported making a decision to 

not fish in an area after learning that a fishing tournament was being held there, and thus 

were negatively affected by a fishing tournament.  Other negative impacts from fishing 

tournaments are that the area can be over-harvested, participants don’t seem to care about 

the resource, fishing tournaments create a circus-like atmosphere crowding out local 

anglers and they can lead to an increase in commercialization of the sport (people only 

fishing for the money). 

 While this issue has potential for conflicts, the majority of South Dakota resident 

anglers are currently neutral or undecided about fishing tournaments.  About 26% of the 
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resident anglers dislike fishing tournaments and 19% like them.  This suggests that in 

spite of the potential for conflict, fishing tournaments have not yet reached a “critical” 

stage in South Dakota with large groups having polarized opinions.  One possible reason 

may be that fishing tournaments have not negatively impacted enough anglers to the 

degree that they feel a need to react.  Although, another reason may be that enough 

anglers can see that fishing tournaments have a legitimate place in the fishing community 

and therefore accept them (at least at the current level).  The information collected by this 

survey provides good baseline data that can be used to determine which direction this 

potential issue is headed.  My prediction is that if fishing tournament frequencies increase 

in South Dakota that there will eventually be a growing negative opinion towards them.  

This prediction is based on the findings that about 28% of the resident anglers would 

currently like to see a reduction in fishing tournaments and only 5% want more fishing 

tournaments.   

 Fish Consumption Advisories.  Fortunately South Dakota only has four 

waterbodies under a fish consumption advisory (Bitter Lake, Lake Isabel, Hurley Lake 

and West Highway 81 / Twin Lakes Complex).  The main purpose of the section on fish 

consumption advisories in the survey was to identify the relative amount of fishing that 

occurs in these waters and anglers’ awareness of the advisories.  Bitter Lake and the West 

Highway 81 / Twin Lakes Complex received relatively high use (about 5% of the anglers 

fished in these waters in 2003).  The other two lakes received much lower use (Lake 

Isabel, 0.2% and Hurley Lake, 0.5%).  Overall angler awareness of the fish consumption 

advisories was low (ranging from 12% for Hurley Lake to 29% for Bitter Lake) however, 

the main concern would be the awareness of anglers actually fishing in the fish 

consumption advisory waters.  Awareness of the fish consumption advisories by the 

anglers actually fishing in each lake varied greatly (31% for Hurley Lake, 57% for the 

West Highway 81 / Twin Lakes Complex, 92% for Bitter Lake and 100% for Hurley 

Lake).   

The main goal of fish consumption advisories would be to at least make sure that 

all anglers eating fish from these waterbodies were aware of the advisories.  Overall, 74% 

of the anglers that ate fish from these waterbodies were aware of the fish consumption 

advisories.  The number of anglers eating fish that were not aware of the advisories is 
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relatively low, however the goal should still be 100% awareness by anglers eating fish 

from these waterbodies.   

A second main purpose of fish consumption advisories would be to actually 

modify angler behavior.  It seems that most anglers would modify their behavior if they 

were aware of the fish consumption advisories with only 3% reporting that they would 

ignore fish consumption advisories (17% were unsure).   Overall, most resident anglers 

are not worried (73%) or only slightly worried (16%) about eating fish caught in South 

Dakota.  It appears that South Dakota is doing a good job of keeping the angling public 

informed of fish consumption advisories, however, more effort may be needed at the site 

of specific fish consumption advisory waters. 

Resident Angler Opinions related to Nonresidents Fishing in South Dakota.  

When the fishing becomes very good in an area anglers tend to head to those areas with 

the best fishing, and this is especially true for nonresident anglers.  This cause crowding 

and possibly over-harvest and/or the perception of over-harvest.  Local anglers become 

concerned about maintaining the good fishing in their area and want some type of action 

taken.  In these cases anglers often ask for special restrictive regulations or in some cases 

for ways to restrict nonresident anglers.  A popular regulation request in these situations 

is the spring closure for fishing or a restriction on nonresidents fishing during the spring.  

The purpose of the questions in this section of the survey was to identify resident anglers’ 

beliefs about nonresidents and attitudes towards nonresident anglers and a spring fishing 

closure regulations. 

Most resident anglers recognize the economic importance of nonresident anglers 

to South Dakota, although many do not see a personal connection to that economic 

benefit.  However, many anglers do recognize the social value of residents being able to 

fish with nonresident friends or relatives. 

The main concern about over-harvest of fish is for the walleye.  Most anglers 

believe that the main reason they are seeing nonresident anglers in their area is because 

the fishing season is closed in their home state.  However, a recent study by Game, Fish 

and Parks shows that most nonresident fishing occurs in the summer.6  Most anglers seem 

                                                           
6 Gigliotti, L. M.  2000. Fishing in South Dakota / 1999 Statewide Fishing Activity and Harvest Surveys: 
Resident and Nonresident Fishing.  Report for South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks: HD-9-00.SAM.  Pierre, 
South Dakota. 
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to believe that a spring fishing closure would make the fishing better later in the year.  

While this may actually be true, a spring closure would also make more fish available for 

when most of the nonresidents are actually fishing in South Dakota.   

Even in a scenario of GFP’s not recommending a spring closure for biological 

reasons a spring fishing closure is a divisive issue with 29% of the resident anglers still 

favoring a spring closure and 29% opposed to a spring fishing closure (41% undecided).  

The lesson learned form this survey is that a spring fishing closure is still a potential issue 

and that efforts to educate and inform the public are still needed in this topic. 

Smallmouth Bass and Walleye Management Philosophy.  In general there are 

two broad directions that fisheries management can take in managing a population of 

game fish, either managing for fewer “large” fish or managing for many “smaller” fish.  

The survey results look at angler’s opinions on this broad general direction for 

smallmouth bass and for walleye from two different perspectives – anglers in general and 

anglers that specifically prefer either smallmouth bass or walleye.  From a management 

perspective the viewpoint of the anglers that prefer a specific species should carry the 

most weight. 

Anglers that preferred smallmouth bass preferred the management direction of 

providing fishing opportunities for “large” smallmouth bass two to one to providing 

fishing opportunities for catching lots of “smaller” smallmouth bass.  Anglers that 

preferred walleye preferred the management direction of providing fishing opportunities 

for “large” walleye 1.5 to one to providing fishing opportunities for catching lots of 

“smaller” walleye.  Just because the majority of anglers prefer the “large” fish 

management direction does not mean that all fishing opportunities should be for 

providing opportunities for catching “large” fish but rather that a greater percent of the 

opportunities should be for catching “large” fish (such as proportional to the demand). 

Fishing in South Dakota Rivers.  The percent of anglers fishing in four South 

Dakota Rivers was measured in this survey.  The rivers were the Cheyenne River (5%), 

the Big Sioux River (9%), the  James River (11%) and the Vermillion River (6%).  The 

purpose of this measure was to provide an estimate of the use of these rivers.  This 

information would be useful if in the future we needed to conduct a survey focused on 
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one of these specific rivers we will have an estimate of how large a sample of resident 

anglers would be needed from the fishing license database. 

 Importance of Fishing.  Fishing will have different meanings for the anglers 

depending on how important fishing is to the angler.  The importance of fishing variable 

was included in this survey to estimate the relative importance of fishing to our resident 

anglers.  Fishing was the most important recreational activity of 15% of the resident 

anglers, was very important to 30% of the resident anglers and moderately important to 

33% of the resident anglers.  At the other end of the spectrum are anglers for whom 

fishing is not very important.  Anglers in this category are more likely to drop out of 

fishing (either temporarily or permanently).  For these anglers purchasing an annual 

fishing license is much more of an economic decision compared to the anglers for whom 

fishing is more important and who can therefore more easily justify the purchase based 

on benefits received.  Fishing was not important for about 5% of the resident anglers and 

only slightly important for 15%. 
 

Developing Anglers Models for Understanding Anglers 

The Motivational Model.  The motivational angler model is based on anglers’ 

selecting of their most important reason for why they like fishing.  This process first asks 

anglers to rate the importance of eight reasons (motivations) for fishing on a scale of 0 

equal to not important to 7 being very important.  After the respondent had evaluated 

each reason they are then asked to select their most important reason for why they like to 

fish.  A six-group angler model based on motivations for fishing was then developed 

from this information.  Social anglers’ (28%) most important motivation for fishing is for 

companionship and enjoying the time spent with friends and/or family.  The dominant 

motivation of nature anglers (25%) is to enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 

area.  The dominant motivation of the relaxation anglers (21%) is to get away and relax.  

The excitement anglers (16%) are motivated by the excitement that fishing provides, 

e.g., the feeling one gets when you have a fish in the line.  The food anglers (8%) are 

motivated by the desire to bring fish home to eat.  The sport angler group (2%) was 

developed by combining three motivations for fishing that are somewhat related (trophy, 

accomplishment and competition).  Trophy anglers are motivated by the product of 
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fishing, namely catching really big fish to hang on the wall or otherwise to demonstrate 

fishing skills and accomplishment.  Accomplishment anglers are motivated by the desire 

to become a proficient angler and the competition anglers are mainly interested in 

competing in fishing tournaments.  

The Catching Fish Models.  The two catching fish models are based on an 

empirical analysis of four variables related to various aspects of catching fish (the 

importance of catching fish, catching a limit of fish, catching big fish and the link 

between catching fish and satisfaction).  The statistical analyses used a K-means cluster 

analysis procedure to develop a 4-group and a 5-group catching fish model. 

The 4-group catching fish model was largely based on the importance of catching 

fish variable and produces an easy to understand model because it produces a 4-group 

continuum from catching fish not being important to being very important.  The “not 

important” group (25%) was also not interested in big fish or catching limits of fish.  

The “low importance” group (24%) did have a relatively high interest in catching big 

fish, i.e., overall catching fish is of low importance but the main focus is on catching big 

fish.  The “medium importance” group (30%) did have a relatively high interest in 

catching a limit of fish to take home.  I suspect that many of the food or utilitarian type 

anglers fall into this group.  Catching fish was so important to the “high importance” 

group (21%) that it affected satisfaction.  A second nice feature of this 4-group catching 

fish model is that the four groups are approximately equal in size. 

The 5-group catching fish model is more complex than the 4-group model 

because it does not produce a simple continuum model.  The big fish angler group (37%) 

is the largest group and is mainly focused on catching big fish.  The activity anglers 

(25%) were name because these anglers do not seem to be interested in catching fish but 

are more motivated by the other activities associated with fishing, such as social, nature 

enjoyment or relaxation.  The product anglers (13%) are very much focused on all 

aspects of catching fish, including taking fish home.  Fishing is very important to the 

action group (13%) and catching fish is an important component, however, this group is 

more interested in the activity of catching fish rather than being focused on the product of 

fishing.  The bag-limit anglers (12%) are also focused on being able to take some fish 
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home, however overall catching fish is less important to the group compared to the 

product anglers and the action anglers.  

The Fishing Spot Models.  The two fishing spot models are based on an 

empirical analysis of the importance of 29 factors for selecting a good fishing spot.  The 

statistical analyses used a K-means cluster analysis procedure to develop a 5-group and a 

6-group fishing spot model.  The two fishing spot models have one thing in common, a 

general distinction between shore anglers and boat anglers.  Shore anglers and boat 

anglers seem to have a general fundamental difference in their criteria for selecting a 

good fishing spot. 

The names for the 5-group fishing spot model are somewhat based on the unique 

dominant factors important to each group.  The nature-shore anglers (18%) were most 

interested in nature factors followed by shore fishing opportunities.  The utilitarian 

anglers’ (20%) dominant factors were associated with catching fish to eat.  The shore 

anglers (20%) shared some characteristics with both the nature-shore anglers and the 

utilitarian, but with a very high emphasis on shore fishing opportunities.  The boat 

anglers (21%) had a strong emphasis on boat fishing factors.  The total experience 

anglers (21%) rated everything relatively high in importance with some utilitarian and 

some boat fishing factors near the top of their list. 

The names for the 6-group fishing spot model are also somewhat based on the 

unique dominant factors important to each group.  In general this model has three types 

of shore anglers and three types of boat anglers.  The nature-boat anglers (18%) were 

most interested in boat fishing with nature factors relatively high compared to the other 

two groups oriented to boat fishing.  The total experience anglers (21%) rated everything 

relatively high in importance but with some boat fishing factors near the top of their list 

and shore fishing opportunities near the bottom, thus this group is also oriented towards 

boat fishing.  The nature-shore anglers (14%) were most interested in shore fishing 

opportunities followed by nature factors. The utilitarian-shore anglers’ (16%) dominant 

factors were shore fishing opportunities followed by factors associated with catching fish 

to eat.  The family-shore anglers (14%) were similar to the other two shore fishing 

groups on many characteristics but had a relatively high rating for the family factor 
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compared to the other groups.  The utilitarian-boat anglers’ (18%) dominant factors 

were actors associated with catching fish to eat followed by boat fishing opportunities. 

The Value of These Angler Models.  These angler models are useful because 

they are methods of describing anglers from various perspectives.  Use of these models 

change the focus of trying to understand anglers based on sets of individual variables to 

groups of anglers with unique characteristics.  For example, the very simple 2-group 

technology in fishing model was based on four variables (see Tables 59-A – 59-D).  

Looking at the results for the four variables it is difficult to get an overall understanding 

of anglers across the four variables.  The model provides a simple overall understanding 

of anglers based on the four variables dividing anglers into two distinct camps 

(traditionalists vs. technocrats). 

One difficulty with all these models except for the motivational model is that they 

are based on an empirical analysis of the data using a cluster-analysis technique.  This 

makes it difficult to compare different groups outside the original database, such as 

studying trends or in this case comparing residents and nonresidents because the 

databases were separate (due to some differences in the overall surveys, but not the 

specific questions related to the models).  Although it is likely that the same fundamental 

groups would be reproduced in two separate groups of anglers using the same set of 

questions, the cluster analysis technique would have small differences in the makeup of 

the groups making comparisons inappropriate.  What is needed to further develop the 

models produced by cluster analysis is to find a distinct way to measure the fundamental 

uniqueness of each group.  For example, we know from the catching fish models that the 

degree of importance in catching fish was a fundamental underlying factor.  A way to 

measure this in a more distinct way would be needed.  Also, from the fishing spot models 

we learned that there is a fundamental difference between shore anglers and boat anglers.  

This would also need to be added to a future model and measured in a distinct way; 

similar to the way the motivational model is measured, with anglers placing themselves 

in distinct categories. 

Another important thing to keep in mind when using these models is that the 

name of each group is very subjective, being supplied by the researcher.  There is a 

tendency to imply too much based on the name of the group.  Inferences or assumptions 
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about the group should not be made without a good understanding of the characteristics 

of the group.  A good example of this will be discussed in the next section (further 

understanding of the motivational model using the 4-group catching fish model). 

Further Understanding the Motivational Model using the 4-Group Catching 

Fish Model.  Some people have had difficulty with believing in the motivational angler 

model mainly due to the problem of supplying their own meaning to the names of the 

groups in the model.  For example, some people have asked, why do anglers lie about 

their motivations for fishing because we know that anglers are only interested in catching 

fish.  This is wrong on two accounts, first, not all anglers are interested in catching fish 

(based on the catching fish model) and this assumes that anglers motivated by nature or 

social reasons are not interested in catching fish, which is wrong.  Each group in the 

motivational model has a unique makeup of the amount of interest in catching fish 

(Figure 12).  Anglers do not lie about their motivations for fishing.  Some anglers do have 

a dominate motivation for enjoying nature or enjoying time spent with friends or family, 

etc., however, that does not mean that that is the only motivation (see Table 83) nor does 

it preclude having a high interest in catching fish. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 12. The importance of catching fish for each of the six angler motivational-
types.  
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Lake Oahe Anglers 
 The three Lake Oahe licenses (Resident Lake Oahe Annual License, Nonresident 

Lake Oahe Annual License and the Nonresident Lake Oahe Family License) were a 

special annual license with a reduced fee designed to temporarily increase fishing 

pressure on the walleye population in Lake Oahe.  This management strategy was needed 

to correct for a decreased forage fish problem and to restore balance to Lake Oahe 

ecosystem.  Increased bag limits and reduced size limits were also implemented as part of 

this strategy.  These special Lake Oahe licenses were available for 2001 through 2003.  

Unfortunately, this survey is not able to determine how effective these special licenses 

were in meeting the objective, although some insight may be gained.  I’ll speculate on 

who these angler are and where they fit into the South Dakota angling public.  However, 

since these licenses are no longer in use I’m not going to spend an inordinate amount of 

time discussing the results.  Overall, anglers with one of the special Lake Oahe licenses 

accounted for about 7.2% of the total statewide angler harvest (however, this is not a 

comparison between the harvest form Lake Oahe and the rest of the state, because anglers 

with all other anglers can also fish in Lake Oahe). 

 Resident Lake Oahe Annual License.  Residents could purchase the Resident 

Lake Oahe Annual License for seven dollar, which was one-third the price of a regular 

Resident Annual Fishing License (absolute savings of $14); however, they can only fish 

in Lake Oahe with this license.7 Resident Lake Oahe Annual License anglers fished an 

average of 12 day compared to 19 days fished by the regular resident annual anglers, and 

spent more time fishing from a boat compared to the regular resident annual anglers (72% 

vs. 46%).  Overall, anglers with a Resident Lake Oahe Annual License account for only 

0.7% of the total fishing days by resident anglers and only 0.6% of the total number of 

fishing days (residents and nonresidents), therefore this group of anglers has little impact 

compared to the total amount of fishing. 

 The Resident Lake Oahe Annual License anglers rated the fishing about 5% 

poorer compared to the regular resident annual anglers and their satisfaction level was 

slightly lower (about 5% less satisfied) (Figure 13).  However, crowding was much less 

                                                           
7  Note that resident anglers with any other resident fishing license can still fish in Lake Oahe, therefore this 
is not strictly a comparison between resident Lake Oahe anglers and resident anglers fishing elsewhere. 
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an issue with the Resident Lake Oahe Annual License anglers compared to the regular 

resident annual anglers (18% reported feeling crowded vs. 34%; respectively).  The main 

motivational difference between anglers with the Resident Lake Oahe Annual License 

compared to the regular resident annual anglers was that fishing was more of a social 

event (and less of a nature-enjoyment event) for the anglers with the Resident Lake Oahe 

Annual License (Figure 13).  Catching fish was only slightly more important to the 

anglers with the Resident Lake Oahe Annual License (about 4%) compared to the regular 

resident annual anglers.  The overwhelming difference between the anglers with the 

Resident Lake Oahe Annual License and the regular resident annual anglers was that 

boat-fishing factors were much more important to the anglers with the Resident Lake 

Oahe Annual License. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13. Comparing the satisfaction of anglers with a Resident Lake Oahe Annual 
License with anglers with one of the other resident annual fishing licenses (2003).8 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                              
 
8 Note that resident anglers with any other resident fishing license can still fish in Lake Oahe, therefore this 
is not strictly a comparison between resident Lake Oahe anglers and resident anglers fishing elsewhere. 
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Figure 14. Comparing the motivations of anglers with a Resident Lake Oahe Annual 
License with anglers with one of the other resident annual fishing licenses (2003).8 
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License and the Nonresident Lake Oahe Family License.  Nonresidents could purchase 

one of these license for twenty dollars, which was about one-third the price of a regular 

nonresident annual fishing licenses (absolute savings of $39); however, they can only fish 

in Lake Oahe with this license.9  The Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual License and the 

Nonresident Lake Oahe Family License are discussed together because the anglers in 

these two groups were very similar with the exception that the family license anglers 

rated social motivations slightly higher and rated the shore fishing and family factors 

slightly more important than did the nonresident annual anglers. 

Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual/Family License anglers fished an average of 5.4 

days compared to 11 days fished by the nonresident annual (including family) anglers, 

and spent 89% of their time fishing from a boat compared to 72% by Resident Lake Oahe 

Annual License anglers.  Overall, anglers with a Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual/Family 

License account for only 1.6% of the total days of fishing in South Dakota in 2003 by all 

anglers and 12.6% of the total amount of fishing in South Dakota in 2003 by 

nonresidents.  While anglers with a Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual/Family License have 

little impact compared to the total amount of fishing, they represent a relatively large 

share of the nonresident fishing compared to the proportion of resident fishing 

represented by the Resident Lake Oahe Annual License anglers. 

The Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual/Family License anglers were similar in their 

rating of the fishing compared to the regular nonresident annual anglers (Nonresident 

Annual/Family License anglers) and were similar in satisfaction with their fishing 

experiences.  However, crowding was much less an issue with the Nonresident Lake 

Oahe Annual/Family License anglers compared to the regular nonresident annual anglers 

(Nonresident Annual/Family License anglers). 

The main motivation differences between the Nonresident Lake Oahe 

Annual/Family License anglers and the regular nonresident annual anglers (Nonresident 

Annual/Family License anglers) was the higher proportion of social anglers with the 

Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual/Family License (Figure 15).  Note that about 42% of the 

                                                           
9  Note that nonresident anglers with any other nonresident fishing license can still fish in Lake Oahe, 
therefore this is not strictly a comparison between nonresident Lake Oahe anglers and nonresident anglers 
fishing elsewhere. 
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nonresident anglers with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License and 33% of the 

nonresident anglers with a Nonresident Family Fishing License did some fishing in Lake 

Oahe (and non-resident anglers with one-day and three-day licenses also fished in Lake 

Oahe). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 15. Comparing the motivations of anglers with a Nonresident Lake Oahe 
Annual/Family Fishing License with anglers with on eof the regular nonresident annual 
licenses (Nonresident Annual Fishing License / Nonresident Family Fishing License) 
(2003).10 
 

Did the Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual/Family License bring new anglers to 

Lake Oahe to fish?  I’m not able to definitively answer this question.  However, I don’t 

feel that the 39 dollar price break would be enough incentive to bring new anglers to 

South Dakota to fish, however, it is very likely that the special Lake Oahe license did 

cause some nonresident anglers to decide to fish only in Lake Oahe.  The Nonresident 

Lake Oahe Annual/Family License anglers fished fewer days than did the regular 

Nonresident Annual/Family License anglers, therefore the Lake Oahe anglers were more 

likely on a single trip as opposed to repeated trips to South Dakota in 2003.  The 

nonresident anglers with less time available to spend fishing in South Dakota could be 

influenced by a cheaper license (and/or also the more liberal bag-limit for walleye) to fish 

                                                           
10 Note that nonresident anglers with any other nonresident fishing license can still fish in Lake Oahe, 
therefore this is not strictly a comparison between nonresident Lake Oahe anglers and nonresident anglers 
fishing elsewhere. 
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only in Lake Oahe.  While on the other hand, nonresident anglers planning on spending 

more time in South Dakota would feel that spending an extra $39 would be worth having 

more fishing location opportunities available.  

 
Resident One-Day License Anglers 

 The cost of a Resident One-Day Fishing License is $7, which is one-third the 

price of an annual fishing license.  Thus, anglers fishing three or more days should 

consider buying an annual fishing license.  Many annual anglers fished zero to two days, 

in which case the one-day fishing license would have been a better economic decision, 

however many of those anglers actually planned or hoped to fish more days.  The main 

purpose of this license was to provide a cheap alternative to basically non-anglers to try 

fishing for a day or two to see if fishing is an activity that they would like to pursue.  

Often a non-angler is invited to go fishing with a group or family member, but the initial 

cost of an annual fishing license is a barrier to people not interested in or with a 

background in fishing.  The purpose of the one-day fishing license is to help bridge that 

economic barrier. 

 The total fishing days by anglers with a resident one-day fishing license accounts 

for about 0.1% of the total fishing in South Dakota in 2003.  The impact of anglers with 

this license is negligible.  The key points are that 25% of the one-day anglers fished in the 

Black Hills and 32% in the Missouri River system.  Overall, these anglers were less 

satisfied compared to the resident annual anglers (Figure 16).  The main motivational 

difference was that more resident one-day anglers had social reasons as their dominant 

motivation for fishing, which agrees with the hypothesis that many of these anglers go 

fishing because they are invited to go with a friend or family member (Figure 17).  The 

resident one-day anglers’ attitude towards the importance of catching fish was similar to 

the resident annual anglers’ attitude toward catching fish.  The family factor (family likes 

the area) ranked much higher for the resident one-day anglers compared to the resident 

annual anglers, again supporting the hypothesis that many of these anglers go fishing 

because they are invited to go fishing with a family member. 
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Figure 16. Comparing the satisfaction of anglers with a Resident One-Day Fishing 
License with anglers with one of the other resident annual fishing licenses (2003). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Comparing the motivations of anglers with a Resident One-Day Fishing 
License with anglers with one of the other resident annual fishing licenses (2003). 
 

 

 

Satisfaction (Resident One-Day vs. Resident 
Annual Anglers)

0

20

40

60

80

100

One-Day Annual

Resident Anglers (2003)

P
er

ce
n

t Dissatisfied

Neutral

Satisfied

Motivations (Resident One-Day vs. Resident Annual Anglers)

0

20

40

60

80

100

Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Sports

Motivations

P
er

ce
n

t

One-Day

Annual



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 85  

 

Nonresident Anglers 

 There are two types of nonresident annual fishing licenses (excluding the 

nonresident Lake Oahe licenses, which are no longer available); the Nonresident Annual 

Fishing License and the Nonresident Family Fishing License.  Both groups of anglers 

averaged about 11 days of fishing in 2003 and accounted for about 67% of the total 

amount of nonresident fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (8.6% of the total fishing by 

residents and nonresidents).  The anglers with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License 

accounted for 45.1% of the total nonresident fishing in South Dakota in 2003 and the 

anglers with a Nonresident Family Fishing License accounted for 22.2% of the total 

nonresident fishing.  In this study, nonresident anglers fishing with the family licenses are 

treated as a single angler, however that is an under-representation of the true amount of 

fishing that occurred.  

 A significant number of nonresidents purchase one or more limited licenses 

(nonresident three-day and one-day fishing license).  Anglers with the three-day license 

accounted for about 13.3% of the total nonresident fishing in South Dakota in 2003 and 

anglers with the one-day license accounted for about 6.7% of the total nonresident 

fishing.  However, it is difficult to attribute the amount of fishing days to a specific 

license because nonresident anglers can have a combination of three-day and one-day 

licenses.  In this study, an effort was made to sort out the amount of fishing that occurred 

with each license, however the best figure to use would be to combine the two licenses 

and refer to the total amount of nonresident fishing activity from the nonresident limited 

licenses.  Thus, anglers fishing with one of the nonresident limited licenses accounted for 

20.0% of the total amount of nonresident fishing. 

 The data for each of these four nonresident licenses are listed separately in Tables 

165 – 232).  In addition the data from these four nonresident licenses were combined into 

a single nonresident database and compared with the data from anglers with one of the 

four annual resident fishing licenses. 

 Resident and nonresident anglers had a slightly different motivational profile.  

Resident anglers had slightly more anglers with the dominant motivation of nature and 

nonresidents had a higher proportion of excitement anglers (Figure 18).  Overall, the 
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motivations of food and nature were slightly more important to resident anglers and 

excitement, trophy and accomplishment were slightly more important to nonresident 

anglers.  In spite of these minor differences, the main point is actually the similarity 

between resident and nonresident anglers on their motivations for fishing.  In other words 

resident and nonresident anglers are not very different based on their reasons for liking 

fishing. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 18. Comparing the motivations of nonresident and resident anglers (2003). 

 
 
 
 Nonresident anglers are slightly different from resident anglers in that 

nonresidents are slightly more interested in catching fish than are residents, and that 

includes catching bigger fish and catching limits of fish.  This is quite understandable 

since most nonresidents came to South Dakota to fish and they have a more limited time 

span to catch their fish compared to resident anglers. 

 Another difference between resident and nonresident anglers is that a higher 

proportion of nonresident anglers is focused on boat fishing compared to resident anglers. 

Amenities that made fishing easier, such as available accommodations, restaurants, easy 

boat access, bait and tackle shops, marina facilities are factors more important to 

nonresident anglers than to resident anglers.  Catching lots of fish and big fish are also 

more important to nonresident anglers than to resident anglers.  This would suggest that 
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nonresident anglers would be more favorable towards increased bag-limits because they 

have fewer days available to fish in South Dakota. 

 Nonresident anglers rated the fishing only slightly better than did resident anglers 

and nonresident anglers were only slightly more satisfied than were resident anglers 

(Figure 11).  Thus it appears that fishing opportunities for both groups are about equal. 

One large difference is that far fewer nonresident anglers felt crowded compared to 

resident anglers (16% vs. 34%).  It is likely that nonresident anglers can tolerate a higher 

density of anglers before labeling the situation as crowded.  For example, a resident 

angler may get to a parking spot and find it half full and decided that the area is too 

crowded, while a nonresident in the same situation may be pleased because there aren’t 

very many anglers in the area.  This difference in perception of crowding is one potential 

source of conflict between resident and nonresident anglers.  

 

Fishing in the Black Hills 
 A special focus of this 2003 survey of anglers was on anglers fishing in the Black 

Hills to identify the amount of fishing in the Black Hills and identify some characteristics 

of Black Hills anglers.  The Black Hills fisheries supplied 337,075 angler days of 

recreation (294,498 resident angler day; 11.6% of total resident fishing in South Dakota 

in 2003 and 42,577 nonresident angler days; 11.4% of total nonresident fishing in South 

Dakota in 2003).  Resident anglers averaged 11.4 days of fishing in the Black Hills in 

2003 (nonresident fishing varied according to license type).  Resident anglers’ 

satisfaction with Black Hills fishing was very similar to the overall resident anglers’ 

satisfaction level (Figure 19).  Resident anglers’ satisfaction with the Black Hills fishing 

was much higher than it was for resident anglers fishing in the Missouri River system 

(Figure 19). 

 This survey provided a good description of the activity of resident anglers fishing 

in the Black Hills.  In summary, about 49% of the resident anglers have never fished in 

the Black Hills (29.5% have fished in the Black Hills but not in 2003 and 21.5% fished in 

the Black Hills in 2003).  Of the resident anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003, 

40% fished exclusively in the Black Hills in 2003.  Most resident anglers that fished in 

the Black Hills in 2003 fished in reservoirs/ponds (70%); 30% fished in streams. 
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Figure 19. Satisfaction of resident anglers with their fishing in the Black Hills, their 
fishing in the Missouri River and their overall satisfaction with their South Dakota 2003 
fishing experiences. 
 
 
 
 The analyses in the report make two comparisons between groups of resident 

anglers.  The first analysis compares the 49% of resident anglers that have never fished in 

the Black Hills with the 51% of resident anglers that have fished in the Black Hills.  The 

second analysis compares the 78% of resident anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills 

in 2003 with the 22% of resident anglers that did fish in the Black Hills in 2003.  There 

were some differences between these two comparisons, which are summarized in the 

results.  Probably the most significant finding was the importance of the nature factor 

associated with Black Hills fishing.  Apparently anglers associate nature enjoyment with 

the Black Hills and this is one of the fundamental benefits sought in a Black Hills fishing 

experience.  This needs to be recognized and included when developing plans for the 

Black Hills fisheries. 
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 Another comparison was made between resident anglers and nonresident anglers 

that fished in the Black Hills in 2003.  In this case, nature anglers were a larger 

proportion of the nonresident 2003 Black Hills anglers compared to the resident 2003 

Black Hills anglers, although nature anglers was the largest motivational group for both 

residents and nonresidents.  The findings are reported in the results section, but overall 

one of the main findings was that nature factors was important to both resident and 

nonresident Black Hills anglers, although slightly more important to the nonresident 

Black Hills anglers. 

 Two final comparisons were made between resident Black Hills anglers and 

resident Missouri River anglers and between nonresident Black Hills anglers and 

nonresident Missouri River anglers.  Each comparison (resident anglers and nonresident 

anglers) included four groups based on their fishing in 2003: anglers that did not fish in 

either the Black Hills or the Missouri River (42% for residents and 33% for 

nonresidents), Black Hills anglers (13% for residents and 17% for nonresidents), 

Missouri River anglers (38% for residents and 49% for nonresidents), and anglers that 

fished in both the Black Hills and the Missouri River (7% for residents and 2% for 

nonresidents).  There were very large differences between Black Hills anglers and 

Missouri River anglers.  While the findings are summarized in the results sections, the 

overall findings are the high importance of nature factors and shore fishing for the Black 

Hills and the high importance of fish factors and boat fishing for the Missouri River 

anglers. 

 

Fishing in the Missouri River 
 Another special focus of this 2003 survey of anglers was on anglers fishing in the 

Missouri River system to identify the amount of fishing in the Missouri River system and 

identify some characteristics of Missouri River anglers.  The Missouri River fisheries 

supplied 951,460 angler days of recreation (735,671 resident angler day; 28.9% of total 

resident fishing in South Dakota in 2003 and 215,789 nonresident angler days; 57.9% of 

total nonresident fishing in South Dakota in 2003).  Resident anglers averaged 11.8 days 

of fishing in the Missouri River system in 2003 (nonresident fishing varied according to 

license type).  Resident anglers fishing in the Missouri River system fishing were less 
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satisfied compared to the overall resident anglers’ satisfaction level (Figure 19).  Resident 

anglers’ satisfaction with the Missouri River system fishing was much lower than it was 

for resident anglers fishing in the Black Hills (Figure 19). 

 This survey provided a good description of the activity of resident anglers fishing 

in the Missouri River system.  In summary, about 19% of the resident anglers have never 

fished in the Missouri River system (33% have fished in the Missouri River system but 

not in 2003 and 48% fished in the Missouri River system in 2003).  Of the resident 

annual anglers that fished in the Missouri River system in 2003, 32% fished exclusively 

in the Missouri River system in 2003 (this does not include the anglers with a Resident 

Lake Oahe Fishing License). 

 The analyses in the report make two comparisons between groups of resident 

anglers.  The first analysis compares the 19% of resident anglers that have never fished in 

the Missouri River system with the 81% of resident anglers that have fished in the 

Missouri River system.  The second analysis compares the 52% of resident anglers that 

did not fish in the Missouri River system in 2003 with the 48% of resident anglers that 

did fish in the Missouri River system in 2003.  There were some differences between 

these two comparisons, which are summarized in the results.  Probably the most 

significant finding was the importance of the nature factor and shore fishing for the non-

Missouri River anglers and the importance of boat fishing and fish factors for the 

Missouri River anglers.  A majority of Missouri River anglers are seeking a boat-fishing 

experience. 

 Another comparison was made between resident anglers and nonresident anglers 

that fished in the Missouri River in 2003.  In this case, nature anglers were a larger 

proportion of the resident 2003 Missouri River anglers compared to the nonresident 2003 

Missouri River anglers, however, social anglers was the largest motivational group for 

both residents and nonresidents.  The findings are reported in the results section.  But one 

overall finding was that catching fish was more important to nonresident Missouri River 

anglers compared to resident Missouri River anglers.  This suggests that nonresident 

anglers have a high expectation to catch fish when they come to South Dakota to fish in 

the Missouri River. 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti 

 91  

 Two final comparisons were made between resident Black Hills anglers and 

resident Missouri River anglers and between nonresident Black Hills anglers and 

nonresident Missouri River anglers.  These results have already been discussed under the 

Black Hills Fishing section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A copy of the Report to Survey Participants that was sent to all viable addresses in the 
angler sample can be found in Appendix N. 
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Fishing in South Dakota 
TABLES 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 1. Days of fishing and harvest (1999 vs. 2003 / residents vs. nonresidents). 
Year / Parameter  Resident Nonresident Combined 
1999 Fishing Days 2,205,480 299,605 2,505,085 
2003 Fishing Days 2,541,239 372,410 2,913,649 
    

Harvest Resident Nonresident Combined 
1999 Walleye 1,660,232 430,653 2,090,885 
2003 Walleye 1,421,747 456,329 1,878,076 

 

1999 Bass 231,968 33,055 265,023 
2003 Bass 205,802 31,847 237,649 

 

1999 Pike/Musky 253,667 38,417 292,084 
2003 Pike/Musky1 135,885 41,037 176,922 

 

1999 Trout 264,467 44,679 309,146 
2003 Trout 233,790 40,382 274,172 

 

1999 Yellow Perch 1,940,912 201,180 2,142,092 
2003 Yellow Perch 1,593,923 288,897 1,882,820 
1The data for 2003 split Northern Pike and Musky: 
 
Harvest Resident Nonresident Combined 
2003 N. Pike 135,204 40,371 175,575 
2003 Musky        681      666     1,347 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 1 / Overall Assessment of Fishing 
Activity and Harvest (Tables 1 – 9) 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 1 

 94  
 

 
Table 2. Fishing in South Dakota in 2003 – Recreational days by license type. 
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Days 

Fished1 

 
Total Days 

Fished 
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 20.76 1,367,254 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 19.33    833,220 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 15.35    221,900 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 20.23      98,399 
R. 1-Day2     3,737   6.4%     2,650   1.32        3,498 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 12.19      16,968 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 11.24    168,060 
N. Family3     7,509   2.2%     7,344 11.02      82,749 
N. 3-Day2   16,556   1.1%   15,423   3.15      49,669 
N. 1-Day2   25,460   2.1%   11,078   2.25      24,926 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681   5.24      40,778 
N. Family Oahe3     1,011   1.3%        998   6.16        6,228 
Total 206,684  177,048  2,913,649 
1Value includes those that did not fish in 2003. 
2The total number of these licenses do not reflect total unique anglers because anglers can 
purchases multiple licenses. 
3Family fishing participation in this analysis is treated as a “single” participant 
 
 
 
Table 3. Walleye harvested in South Dakota in 2003 by license type. 
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Fish 
Kept 

 
Total Fish 

Kept  
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 9.90 629,848 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 15.06 555,036 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 12.84 156,661 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 13.26 53,849 
R. 1-Day     3,737   6.4%     2,650 1.13 2,995 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 17.51 23,358 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 12.17 180,140 
N. Family     7,509   2.2%     7,344 9.11 66,904 
N. 3-Day   16,556   1.1%   15,423 4.27 65,856 
N. 1-Day   25,460   2.1%   11,078 2.82 31,240 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681 14.61 97,609 
N. Family Oahe     1,011   1.3%        998 14.61 14,580 
Total 206,684  177,048  1,878,076 
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Table 4. Bass (largemouth and/or smallmouth) harvested in South Dakota in 2003 
by license type. 
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Fish 
Kept 

 
Total Fish 

Kept  
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 1.61 102,430 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 1.98 72,973 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 1.53 18,668 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 1.97 8,000 
R. 1-Day     3,737   6.4%     2,650 0.24 636 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 2.32 3,095 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 0.90 13,322 
N. Family     7,509   2.2%     7,344 0.72 5,288 
N. 3-Day   16,556   1.1%   15,423 0.28 4,318 
N. 1-Day   25,460   2.1%   11,078 0.41 4,542 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681 0.57 3,808 
N. Family Oahe     1,011   1.3%        998 0.57 569 
Total 206,684  177,048  237,649 
 
 
 
 
Table 5. Northern pike harvested in South Dakota in 2003 by license type. 
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Fish 
Kept 

 
Total Fish 

Kept  
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 0.87 55,350 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 1.56 57,494 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 1.06 12,933 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 2.21 8,975 
R. 1-Day     3,737   6.4%     2,650 0.06 159 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 0.22 293 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 1.23 18,206 
N. Family     7,509   2.2%     7,344 1.42 10,428 
N. 3-Day   16,556   1.1%   15,423 0.29 4,473 
N. 1-Day   25,460   2.1%   11,078 0.42 4,653 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681 0.34 2,272 
N. Family Oahe     1,011   1.3%        998 0.34 339 
Total 206,684  177,048  175,575 
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Table 6. Musky (including tiger musky) harvested in South Dakota in 2003 by 
license type.1  
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Fish 
Kept 

 
Total Fish 

Kept  
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 0.0017 108 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 0.0063 232 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 0.0280 341 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 0 0 
R. 1-Day     3,737   6.4%     2,650 0 0 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 0 0 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 0.0230 340 
N. Family     7,509   2.2%     7,344 0.0088 65 
N. 3-Day   16,556   1.1%   15,423 0 0 
N. 1-Day   25,460   2.1%   11,078 0.0236 261 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681 0 0 
N. Family Oahe     1,011   1.3%        998 0 0 
Total 206,684  177,048  1,347 
1Sample size of musky antlers was too small to get a very reliable estimate of total 
harvest of musky, also confusion by anglers in distinguishing musky and tiger musky 
from northern pike could lead to an over-estimated value of musky harvest. 
 
 
 
Table 7. Trout (rainbow, brown, brook, lake, splake) harvested in S. D. in 2003 by 
license type. 
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Fish 
Kept 

 
Total Fish 

Kept  
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 2.43 154,599 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 1.36 50,123 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 1.80 21,962 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 1.28 5,198 
R. 1-Day     3,737   6.4%     2,650 0.72 1,908 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 0 0 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 0.73 10,805 
N. Family     7,509   2.2%     7,344 1.47 10,796 
N. 3-Day   16,556   1.1%   15,423 0.69 10,642 
N. 1-Day   25,460   2.1%   11,078 0.70 7,755 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681 0.05 334 
N. Family Oahe     1,011   1.3%        998 0.05 50 
Total 206,684  177,048  274,172 
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Table 8. Yellow perch harvested in South Dakota in 2003 by license type. 
 
License Type 

Number of 
Licenses 

Sold 

% Not 
Fishing in 

2003 

Number 
that Fished 

in 2003 

Average 
Fish 
Kept 

 
Total Fish 

Kept  
R. Annual   65,860   3.4%   63,621 11.57 736,095 
Combination   43,105 14.5%   36,855 16.86 621,375 
Senior   14,456 15.6%   12,201 12.08 147,388 
Jr. Combination     4,864 16.5%     4,061 20.94 85,037 
R. 1-Day     3,737   6.4%     2,650 0.76 2,014 
R. Oahe     1,392   4.2%     1,334 1.51 2,014 
N. Annual   14,952   1.0%   14,802 11.91 176,292 
N. Family     7,509   2.2%     7,344 8.96 65,802 
N. 3-Day   16,556   1.1%   15,423 1.72 26,528 
N. 1-Day   25,460   2.1%   11,078 1.65 18,279 
N. Annual Oahe     7,782   1.3%     6,681 0.26 1,737 
N. Family Oahe     1,011   1.3%        998 0.26 259 
Total 206,684  177,048  1,882,820 
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Table 9. Days of fishing and harvest in 2003 comparing residents and nonresidents. 
Recreational Fishing Days – 2003  

Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident 2,541,239 87.2% 
Nonresident    372,410 12.8% 
Total 2,913,649 100% 
   

Walleye Harvested – 2003  
Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident 1,421,747 75.7% 
Nonresident    456,329 24.3% 
Total 1,878,076 100% 
   

Bass Harvested – 2003  
Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident 205,802 86.6% 
Nonresident   31,847 13.4% 
Total 237,649 100% 
   

Northern Pike Harvested – 2003  
Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident 135,204 77.0% 
Nonresident   40,371 23.0% 
Total 175,575 100% 
   

Musky Harvested – 2003  
Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident    681 50.6% 
Nonresident    666 49.4% 
Total 1,347 100% 
   

Trout Harvested – 2003  
Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident 233,790 85.3% 
Nonresident   40,382 14.7% 
Total 274,172 100% 
   

Yellow Perch Harvested – 2003  
Resident Status Number Percent 
Resident 1,593,923 84.7% 
Nonresident    288,897 15.3% 
Total 1,882,820 100% 
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Table 10. Sampling proportions for the annual resident angler survey. 

2003 License Sales 2003 Initial Sample1 Usable Questionnaires Resident Annual 
License Types Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Annual   65,860 51.3% 2,485 49.7% 1,397 44.4% 
Combination   43,105 33.6% 1,750 35.0% 1,206 38.3% 
Senior   14,456 11.3%    570 11.4%    440 14.0% 
Jr. Combination     4,864   3.8%    195   3.9%    104   3.3% 
Total 128,285 100% 5,000 100% 3,147 100% 
1The 2003 initial sampling scheme was based on 2002 license sales statistics. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 11. Response rate for the fishing in South Dakota 2003 for the Resident 
Annual Angler Licenses Report. 

Resident Annual Angler Licensees – 2003  
Parameters Annual  Combination Senior Junior Total 
Initial Sample Size 2,485 1,750 570 195 5,000 
Undeliverable Questionnaires 222 81 22 7 332 
Undeliverable Rate 8.9% 4.6% 3.9% 3.6% 6.6% 
Final Sample Size 2,263 1,669 548 188 4,668 
Total Number Returned 1,490 1,261 491 116 33801 

Total Return Rate 65.8% 75.6% 89.6% 61.7% 72.4% 
Number Returned Blank 93 55 51 12 211 
Percent Returned Blank 4.1% 3.3% 9.3% 6.4% 4.5% 
Total Number of Usable 
Questionnaires Returned 

 
1,397 

 
1,206 

 
440 

 
104 

 
3,169 

Return Rate for Usable 
Questionnaires  

 
61.7% 

 
72.3% 

 
80.3% 

 
55.3% 

 
67.9% 

1Includes 22 returns without ID numbers used to identify license types. 
 
 
 

 

Part 2 / Annual Resident Angler Survey 
(Tables 10 – 91) 
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Section I.  Analysis of Days of Fishing 
 
Table 12. Number of days fishing in South Dakota during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by residents with one of the annual fishing 
licenses (see Table 1). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Days Fished in  
South Dakota Number Percent 
0  309   9.8% 
1  120   3.8% 
2  162   5.2% 
3  177   5.6% 
4  141   4.5% 
5  165   5.3% 
6  111   3.5% 
7    60   1.9% 
8    62   2.0% 
9    23   0.7% 
10  309   9.8% 
11-20  642 20.4% 
21-30  369 11.7% 
31-40  156   5.0% 
41-50   107   3.4% 
51-75  106   3.4% 
76-99    33   1.1% 
100 or more days    90   2.9% 
Total 3,1421 100% 
Median 10.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 19.41 18.48 – 20.35 

 

Mean / 95% C.I. à 
excluding those that did 
not fish in 2003 

 
21.53 

 
20.52 – 22.54 

127 respondents left this question blank. 
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Sub-Section I-A.  Description of anglers that did not fish in 2003. 
 
Table 13. Participation in the past, intention to fish in the future and importance of 
fishing by people with an annual resident fishing license for 2003 but did not do any 
fishing. 
Question / Response Number Percent 
Have you fished in the past? 
     No   30   9.6% 
     Yes 282 90.4% 
Total 312 100% 

 

Do you intend to fish in the future? 
     No   16   5.1% 
     Yes 235 75.6% 
     Unsure   60 19.3% 
Total 311 100% 

 

How important is fishing to you? 
     Not Important  (0)   92 29.5% 
     Slightly Important  (1)   58 18.6% 
     Moderately Important  (2) 118 37.8% 
     Very Important  (3)   39 12.5% 
     No Opinion  (0)     5   1.6% 
Total 312 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.32 1.20 – 1.43 
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Sub-Section I-B.  Assessment of the Days Fishing in 2003 Parameter 
 
Table 14. An evaluation of the respondents’ reported number of fishing days in 
South Dakota in 2003.1 

Which best describes your response for the number of days fishing in 2003? 
Response Number Percent Mean Days Fished 95% C.I. 
Accurate    885 31.5% 10.96 Days 9.75 – 12.18 
Close Approximation 1,754 62.4% 25.73 Days 24.41 – 27.05 
Just a Guess    171   6.1% 32.97 Days 27.44 – 38.50 
Total / Average 3,380 100% 21.53 Days 20.52 – 22.53 

 

Which best describes your evaluation of the number of days that you fished in 2003? 
Response Number Percent Mean Days Fished 95% C.I. 
Far too few days…… 1,368 48.9% 18.12 Days 16.90 – 19.33 
Wanted to fish a few 
more days…………... 

 
1,194 

 
42.7% 

 
21.28 Days 

 
19.83 – 22.73 

Just right……………    228   8.1% 42.38 Days 36.83 – 47.94 
Too many days……...        9   0.3% 18.56 Days   1.10 – 36.01 
Total / Average 2,799 100% 21.44 Days 20.44 – 22.44 
1This analysis excludes those that did not fish in 2003. 
 
 
 
Table 14-A. An evaluation of the respondents’ reported number of fishing days in 
South Dakota in 2003 analyzed by license type. 
Which best describes your response for the number of days fishing in 2003? 

Resident Annual License Type  
Response Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combin. 
Accurate 31.5% 30.5% 36.9% 20.5% 
Close Approximation 62.6% 64.2% 54.5% 71.1% 
Just a Guess   5.9%   5.3%   8.7%   8.4% 
Total  1,336 1,016 358 83 
Chi-Square: X2=17.59; df=6; p=0.007 

 

Which best describes your evaluation of the number of days that you fished in 2003? 
Response Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combin. 
Far too few days…… 51.3% 48.5% 44.8% 32.1% 
Wanted a few more days 40.9% 43.0% 45.0% 58.3% 
Just right……………   7.5%   8.2%   9.9%   9.5% 
Too many days……...   0.3%   0.3%   0.3%   0.0% 
Total  1,329 1,016 353 84 
Chi-Square: X2=16.46; df=9; p=0.058 
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Sub-Section I-C.  Days Fishing in Different Types of Waters in 2003 
 
Table 15. Average number of days fished in each type of waters by residents with 
one of the annual fishing licenses in South Dakota in 2003. 
 
Water Type 

Mean Number of 
Days (N=2,829) 

 
Percent 

 
95% C. I. 

Missouri River and its reservoirs  6.17 Days 28.8% 5.64 – 6.69 
Other rivers and streams  2.65 Days 12.4% 2.29 – 3.01 
Large lakes and reservoirs (>150 acres)  7.01 Days 32.8% 6.44 – 7.57 
Small lakes and ponds (<150 acres)  5.57 Days 26.0% 5.11 – 6.04 
Total 21.40 Days1 100%  
1Total mean does not equal total in Table 12 because four respondents left this item blank. 
 
 
Table 16. Frequency of the number of days fished in each type of waters by 
residents with one of the annual fishing licenses in South Dakota in 2003.  

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Water Types 

 
Days Fished in 
Specific Waters 
in South Dakota 

Missouri 
River and its 

reservoirs 

 
Other rivers 
and streams 

Large lakes 
and reservoirs 
(>150 acres) 

Small lakes 
and ponds 

(<150 acres) 
0 48.6% 74.9% 48.4% 46.9% 
1   4.8%   3.1%   5.0%   5.5% 
2   6.8%   4.4%   5.9%   7.1% 
3   5.1%   2.2%   3.8%   4.8% 
4   3.4%   1.6%   3.3%   3.5% 
5   4.0%   3.3%   4.8%   7.5% 
6   3.1%   0.8%   2.1%   2.2% 
7   1.8%   0.6%   1.2%   1.2% 
8   1.9%   0.8%   1.8%   1.9% 
9   0.3%   0.1%   1.0%   0.6% 
10   5.0%   2.3%   5.6%   5.3% 
11-20   8.0%   3.2%   8.4%   7.7% 
21-30   3.7%   1.0%   4.3%   2.8% 
31-40   1.2%   0.4%   1.3%   0.9% 
41-50   0.7%   0.5%   1.0%   0.7% 
51-75   0.7%   0.3%   1.2%   0.8% 
76-99   0.3%   0.1%   0.5%   0.2% 
100 or more days   0.5%   0.3%   0.6%   0.3% 
Total 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829 
Median 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 
Mean 6.17 Days 2.65 Days 7.01 Days 5.57 Days 
95% C.I. 5.64 – 6.69 2.29 – 3.01 6.44 – 7.57 5.11 – 6.04 
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Sub-Section I-D.  Days Fishing Parameter Analyzed by License Type 
 
Table 17. Average number of days fished in South Dakota in 2003 analyzed by 
resident annual license type. 
 
License Type 

Mean Number 
of Days 

95%  
Confidence Interval 

 
Number 

Resident Annual 20.76 Days 19.25 – 22.27 1,391 
Combination 19.33 Days 17.88 – 20.77 1,203 
Senior 15.35 Days 13.18 – 17.52    424 
Junior Combination 20.23 Days 14.86 – 25.61    103 
Average / Total 19.45 Days 18.51 – 20.39 3,121 
 
 
 
Table 18. Frequency of the number of days fished in South Dakota in 2003 analyzed 
by resident annual license type. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
License Type 

 
Days Fished in 
South Dakota in 
2003 

Resident 
Annual 

 
Combination 

 
Senior 

Junior 
Combination 

0   3.4% 14.5% 15.6% 16.5% 
1   4.5%   2.5%   5.7%   2.9% 
2   5.9%   4.2%   5.7%   1.9% 
3   6.3%   4.7%   7.1%   1.9% 
4   4.8%   4.1%   5.4%   1.0% 
5   5.9%   5.2%   3.8%   4.9% 
6   4.3%   2.6%   4.2%   1.0% 
7   1.7%   2.2%   1.7%   3.9% 
8   2.3%   1.7%   2.1%   0.0% 
9   0.6%   1.0%   0.5%   0.0% 
10 10.9%   8.9%   8.7% 13.6% 
11-20 21.4% 20.4% 16.5% 26.2% 
21-30 11.4% 12.1% 12.3%   7.8% 
31-40   5.3%   4.8%   3.8%   5.8% 
41-50   3.2%   3.7%   2.6%   5.8% 
51-75   3.7%   3.7%   1.7%   2.9% 
76-99   1.2%   1.2%   0.5%   1.0% 
100 or more days   3.2%   2.7%   2.4%   2.9% 
Total 1,391 1,203 424 103 
Median 10.00 10.00 8.00 12.00 
Mean 20.76 19.33 15.35 20.23 
95% C.I. 19.25 – 22.27 17.88 – 20.77 13.18 – 17.52 14.86 – 25.61 
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Table 19. Average number of days fished in each type of waters by residents with 
one of the annual fishing licenses in South Dakota in 2003 analyzed by license type. 

Water Types – Mean Days Fishing (95% C.I.)  
License Type 
ANOVA p-value 

Missouri 
River and its 

reservoirs 
(p=0.419) 

 
Other rivers 
and streams 

(p=0.003) 

Large lakes 
and reservoirs 
(>150 acres) 

(p=0.017) 

Small lakes 
and ponds 

(<150 acres) 
(p=0.121) 

Resident Annual  5.78 
(4.96 – 6.60) 

3.16 
(2.57 – 3.74 

6.60 
(5.80 – 7.41) 

5.98 
(5.21 – 6.76) 

Combination  6.65 
(5.85 – 7.45) 

2.13 
(1.65 – 2.61) 

8.08 
(7.10 – 9.05) 

5.34 
(4.69 – 5.99) 

Senior 
 

6.48 
(5.01 – 7.94) 

1.71 
(1.01 – 2.42) 

5.38 
(3.80 – 6.96) 

4.44 
(3.34 – 5.53) 

Junior Combin. 
 

5.06 
(2.66 – 7.46) 

4.89 
(1.03 – 8.75) 

7.94 
(5.09 – 10.78) 

7.05 
(4.80 – 9.30) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 2 

 106  
 

 
 
Section II.  Analysis of Catch & Harvest 
 
Table 20. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by South Dakota 
residents with one of the annual fishing licenses. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Caught (N=2,578) Kept (N=2,575) 
 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 39.84 36.17 – 43.51 12.27 11.30 – 13.25 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
9.53 

 
8.43 – 10.63 

 
1.75 

 
1.50 – 2.00 

     

Northern pike 5.00 4.43 – 5.57 1.19 1.02 – 1.36 
     

Musky (tiger musky) 0.04 0.01 – 0.07 0.01 0.00 – 0.02 
     

Trout (all species) 5.35 4.48 – 6.21 1.92 1.53 – 2.31 
     

Yellow Perch 28.35 25.14 – 31.56 13.87 12.49 – 15.26 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 20-A. Estimated number of walleye caught and kept during 2003 by South 
Dakota residents with one of the annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

Walleye and/or Sauger 

Caught  Kept  
 
Resident Annual  
License Types Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Annual  32.07 27.33 – 36.81   9.90 8.56 – 11.23 
     

Combination 50.71 44.25 – 57.16 15.06 13.53 – 16.58 
     

Senior 31.25 22.81 – 39.69 12.84 9.25 – 16.44 
     

Jr. Combination 46.83 17.16 – 76.50 13.26 7.85 – 18.66 
ANOVA – Caught: F=8.39;  df=3/2,563;  p<0.001 
ANOVA – Kept: F=7.60;  df=3/2,560;  p<0.001 
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Table 20-B. Estimated number of bass caught and kept during 2003 by South Dakota 
residents with one of the annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

Bass (largemouth and/or smallmouth) 
Caught  Kept  

 
Resident Annual  
License Types Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Annual  7.96 6.67 – 9.25 1.61 1.25 – 1.97 
     

Combination 11.59 9.47 – 13.71 1.98 1.53 – 2.43 
     

Senior 7.98 4.43 – 11.52 1.53 1.07 – 2.00 
     

Jr. Combination 13.82 8.03 – 19.61 1.97 0.63 – 3.32 
ANOVA – Caught: F=3.80;  df=3/2,563;  p=0.010 
ANOVA – Kept: F=0.76;  df=3/2,560;  p=0.517 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 20-C. Estimated number of northern pike caught and kept during 2003 by 
South Dakota residents with one of the annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

Northern Pike 
Caught  Kept  

 
Resident Annual  
License Types Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Annual  3.66 3.06 – 4.26 0.87 0.69 – 1.05 
     

Combination 6.94 5.74 – 8.13 1.56 1.22 – 1.90 
     

Senior 3.44 2.10 – 4.78 1.06 0.55 – 1.57 
     

Jr. Combination 7.69 4.25 – 11.14 2.21 1.00 – 3.41 
ANOVA – Caught: F=11.27;  df=3/2,563;  p<0.001 
ANOVA – Kept: F=5.98;  df=3/2,560;  p<0.001 
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Table 20-D. Estimated number of musky caught and kept during 2003 by South 
Dakota residents with one of the annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

Musky (including tiger musky) 
Caught  Kept  

 
Resident Annual  
License Types Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Annual  0.06 -0.01 – 0.12 0.00 0.00 – 0.01 
     

Combination 0.03 0.00 – 0.05 0.01  -0.01 – 0.02 
     

Senior 0.03 -0.02 – 0.09 0.03 -0.03 – 0.08 
     

Jr. Combination 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 
ANOVA – Caught: F=0.31;  df=3/2,563;  p=0.817 
ANOVA – Kept: F=1.05;  df=3/2,560;  p=0.369 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 20-E. Estimated number of trout caught and kept during 2003 by South Dakota 
residents with one of the annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

Trout (rainbow, brown, brook, lake, splake) 
Caught  Kept  

 
Resident Annual  
License Types Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Annual  6.79 5.21 – 8.37 2.43 1.68 – 3.17 
     

Combination 4.15 3.11 – 5.18 1.36 0.97 – 1.74 
     

Senior 3.94 2.41 – 5.48 1.80 0.99 – 2.61 
     

Jr. Combination 3.32 1.25 – 5.39 1.28 0.27 – 2.29 
ANOVA – Caught: F=3.24;  df=3/2,563;  p=0.021 
ANOVA – Kept: F=2.10;  df=3/2,560;  p=0.098 
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Table 20-F. Estimated number of yellow perch caught and kept during 2003 by South 
Dakota residents with one of the annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

Yellow Perch 
Caught  Kept  

 
Resident Annual  
License Types Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Annual  22.96 19.53 – 26.38 11.57 9.80 – 13.33 
     

Combination 36.11 30.22 – 42.00 16.86 14.38 – 19.34 
     

Senior 17.93 12.92 – 22.93 12.08 8.19 – 15.97 
     

Jr. Combination 58.24 6.32 – 110.17 20.94 8.39 – 33.48 
ANOVA – Caught: F=9.66;  df=3/2,563;  p<0.001 
ANOVA – Kept: F=5.18;  df=3/2,560;  p=0.001 
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Section III.  Description of Fishing 
 
Table 21. Percent of fishing time fishing from shore, from a boat and ice fishing by 
anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 (overall and analyzed by 
license type). 
 
Type of Fishing 

Mean Percent of 
Fishing Time 

 
95% C.I 

 
Number 

Fishing from Shore 43.14% 41.57 – 44.72 2,687 
Fishing from a Boat 45.60% 44.05 – 47.15 2,687 
Ice Fishing 11.23% 10.36 – 12.09 2,687 

 

Type of Fishing - Mean Percent of Fishing Time (95% C.I.) Resident Annual 
License Type Fishing from Shore Fishing from a Boat Ice Fishing 
Annual  49.20% 

(46.88 – 51.52) 
42.13% 

(39.85 – 44.40) 
8.61% 

(7.48 – 9.74) 
Combination 35.09% 

(32.68 – 37.51) 
48.85% 

(46.39 – 51.30) 
16.06% 

(14.43 – 17.70) 
Senior 41.88% 

(37.10 – 46.65) 
51.25% 

(46.53 – 55.98) 
6.87% 

(4.74 – 9.00) 
Jr. Combination 49.59% 

(40.85 – 58.34) 
36.06% 

(27.91 – 44.22) 
14.35% 

(9.46 – 19.23) 
ANOVA – Shore: F=22.47;  df=3/2,670;  p<0.001 
ANOVA – Boat: F=8.76;  df=3/2,670;  p<0.001 
ANOVA – Ice: F=25.10;  df=3/2,670;  p<0.001 
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Table 22. Type of fishing methods used by anglers in South Dakota in 2003 with 
one of the resident annual fishing licenses. 
Fishing Methods Responses Percent of Cases 
Fishing with live bait 2,468 91.5% 
Fishing with artificial bait/lures 2,064 76.5% 
Ice fishing    954 35.4% 
Fly fishing    221   8.2% 
Spear-gun – SCUBA / Snorkeling      21   0.8% 
Spear-fishing through the ice      17   0.6% 
Total / Number of Cases 5,745 2,698 
 
 
 
 
Table 23. Type of fishing methods used by anglers in South Dakota in 2003 with 
one of the resident annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

License Types – Percent of Cases  
Fishing Methods  

Annual 
 
Combination 

 
Senior 

Jr. 
Combination 

Fishing with live bait 91.6% 92.3% 87.6% 95.1% 
Fishing with artificial bait/lures 74.4% 81.3% 68.4% 85.4% 
Ice fishing 28.2% 48.2% 21.5% 52.4% 
Fly fishing   8.9%   8.2%   6.2%   4.9% 
Spear-gun – SCUBA / 
Snorkeling 

 
  0.4% 

 
  1.1% 

 
  0.6% 

 
  2.4% 

Spear-fishing through the ice   0.4%   0.9%   0.3%   2.4% 
Number of Cases 1,275 989 339 82 
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Table 24. Fishing companions of anglers in South Dakota in 2003 with one of the 
resident annual fishing licenses. 
Fishing Companions Responses Percent of Cases 
Fishing with family and/or relatives 2,297 85.4% 
Fishing with friends 1,797 66.8% 
Fishing alone 1,198 44.5% 
Fishing with nonresident friends or relatives    701 26.1% 
Fishing in tournaments    309 11.5% 
Fishing as a club activity      59   2.2% 
Total / Number of Cases 6,361 2,690 
 
 
 
 
Table 25. Fishing companions of anglers in South Dakota in 2003 with one of the 
resident annual fishing licenses analyzed by license type. 

License Types – Percent of Cases  
Fishing Companions 
Fishing with… 

 
Annual 

 
Combination 

 
Senior 

Jr. 
Combination 

Family and/or relatives 87.1% 85.4% 78.2% 87.7% 
Friends 62.3% 74.5% 54.9% 86.4% 
Alone 40.8% 52.2% 34.6% 49.4% 
Nonresident friends or relatives 23.0% 28.9% 29.3% 24.7% 
Tournaments   8.6% 16.1%   6.9% 14.8% 
Club activity   1.7%   3.1%   0.6%   3.7% 
Number of Cases 1,272 989 335 81 
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Table 26. Species of fish anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses 
fished for in South Dakota in 2003 and preferred fish species. 
 
Fish Species 

 
Fished for in 2003 

Preferred  
Fish Species 

Walleye and sauger 82.4% 53.5% 
Yellow perch 48.4%   7.0% 
Bass (largemouth & smallmouth) 38.3%   6.8% 
Northern pike 35.6%   3.1% 
Crappie 34.8%   2.5% 
Catfish 28.1%   4.2% 
Sunfish (bluegill, green, rock bass) 28.0%   1.3% 
anything 22.6%   1.5% 
Trout (rainbow, brown, brook, lake, splake) 18.9%   6.0% 
Bullhead 16.7%   1.0% 
White bass 12.8%   0.2% 
Carp and buffalo   4.9% <0.1% 
Chinook salmon   2.0%   0.5% 
Musky (including tiger musky)   1.7%   0.2% 
OTHER   1.4%   0.2% 
no preference indicated -- 12.0% 
Number of Cases 2,767 2,767 
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Table 27. Preferred fish species analyzed by license type. 

Resident Annual License Type  
Preferred Fish Species  

Annual 
 
Combination 

 
Senior 

Jr. 
Combination 

Walleye and sauger 51.0% 57.0% 54.9% 51.2% 
Yellow perch   6.8%   7.3%   7.1%   7.4% 
Bass (largemouth & smallmouth)   7.7%   6.8%   3.5%   6.1% 
Northern pike   2.2%   3.8%   3.5%   6.1% 
Crappie   2.5%   2.6%   2.1%   2.4% 
Catfish   4.3%   3.6%   5.0%   6.1% 
Sunfish (bluegill, green, rock bass)   1.3%   1.5%   0.9%   1.2% 
anything   1.8%   1.4%   0.0%   2.4% 
Trout (rainbow, brown, brook, 
lake, splake) 

 
  6.5% 

 
  3.8% 

 
10.9% 

 
  4.9% 

Bullhead   1.5%   0.4%   1.2%   1.2% 
White bass   0.2%   0.4%   0.0%   0.0% 
Carp and buffalo   0.1%   0.0%   0.0%   0.0% 
Chinook salmon   0.3%   0.6%   0.9%   0.0% 
Musky (including tiger musky)   0.2%   0.2%   0.0%   0.0% 
OTHER   0.4%   0.2%   0.0%   0.0% 
no preference indicated 13.1% 10.4% 10.0% 11.0% 
Total 1,308 1,008 339 82 
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Section IV.  Evaluation of Fishing 
 
Table 28. Rating of fishing in terms of numbers and size of fish caught by anglers 
with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 (overall and analyzed by license 
type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Rating of Fishing (score) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)    126   4.6% 
Poor  (-1)    377 13.7% 
Fair  (0) 1,071 38.8% 
Good  (1)    961 34.8% 
Excellent  (2)    155   5.6% 
No Opinion  (missing)      70   2.5% 
Total 2,760 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 0.24 0.20 – 0.27 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.17  0.12 – 0.22 
Combination 0.37  0.31 – 0.42 
Senior 0.09 -0.01 – 0.19 
Jr. Combination 0.44  0.27 – 0.62 
ANOVA: F=13.07;  df=3/2,672;  p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 29-A. Rating of fishing in South Dakota in 2003 in terms of areas being over-
harvested (evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 
– overall and analyzed by license type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Areas being  
Over-harvested Number Percent 
NO 1,923 70.1% 
YES    819 29.9% 
Total 2,760 100% 

Resident Annual License Type  
Areas being  
Over-harvested 

 
Annual 

 
Combination 

 
Senior 

Jr. 
Combination 

NO 73.2% 66.5% 70.7% 65.9% 
YES 26.8% 33.5% 29.3% 34.1% 
Total 1,300 1,008 338 82 
Chi-Square: X2=12.90; df=3; p=0.005 
Average percent of the areas that anglers fish that they rated as being over-harvested was 
54.8% (52.8% - 56.9%) 
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Table 29-B. Rating of fishing in South Dakota in 2003 in terms of areas being crowded 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Areas were Crowded  Number Percent 
NO 1,815 65.9% 
YES    941 34.1% 
Total 2,756 100% 

Resident Annual License Type  
Areas were crowded  
 

 
Annual 

 
Combination 

 
Senior 

Jr. 
Combination 

NO 68.8% 59.6% 75.5% 56.6% 
YES 31.2% 40.4% 24.5% 43.4% 
Total 1,305 1,011 343 83 
Chi-Square: X2=39.81; df=3; p>0.001 
Average percent of the areas that anglers fish that they rated as being crowded was 43.7% 
(41.9% - 45.4%) 
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Table 30. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by anglers 
with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license 
type): Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing 
last year (2003)? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)    332 12.3% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2)    882 32.0% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1)    559 20.3% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)    421 15.3% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)    290 10.5% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)    163   5.9% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)    105   3.8% 
Number 2,758 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.87 0.81 – 0.93 
SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 1,779 64.5% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    421 15.3% 
DISSATISFIED    558 20.2% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.2 to 1 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.83 0.74 – 0.91 
Combination 1.00 0.91 – 1.10 
Senior 0.60 0.42 – 0.79 
Jr. Combination 1.08 0.77 – 1.40 
ANOVA: F=6.60;  df=3/2,742;  p<0.001 
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Table 30-A. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 analyzed by resident 
annual license types. 

Resident Annual License Type  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Very Satisfied (+3) 11.9% 13.5% 10.0% 14.5% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 31.1% 32.4% 33.0% 33.7% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1) 19.9% 22.6% 14.9% 21.7% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 16.7% 14.7% 12.3% 13.3% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1) 10.7%   9.0% 13.8% 10.8% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   5.0%   5.4% 11.2%   4.8% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   4.8%   2.5%   4.9%   1.2% 
Total 1,304 1,010 349 83 
Chi-Square: X2=50.37; df=18; p>0.001 
SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 62.8% 68.4% 57.9% 69.9% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 16.7% 14.7% 12.3% 13.3% 
DISSATISFIED 20.5% 16.9% 29.8% 16.9% 
Chi-Square: X2=31.69; df=6; p>0.001 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.1 to 1 4.0 to 1 1.9 to 1 4.1 to 1 
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Section V.  Opinions related to Regulations and Law Enforcement 
 
 
Table 31. Contact by GFP Conservation Officer and/or creel clerk while fishing in 
South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing 
licenses). 
Response / Question Number Percent 
Were you checked by a Conservation Officer this year (2003)? 
     NO 1,925 69.6% 
     YES    841 30.4% 
Total 2,766 100% 
   

Were you checked by a GFP creel clerk this year (2003)? 
     NO 2,201 79.6% 
     YES    565 20.4% 
Total 2,766 100% 
   

Were you checked by a GFP employee but were unsure whether it was a 
Conservation Officer or a creel clerk? 
     YES    187   6.8% 
Total 2,766  
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Table 32. Rating of the difficulty in understanding the fishing regulations 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses): How well do you 
understand the fishing regulations for the areas that you fish (e.g., do you know the legal 
size limits, daily/possession limits and legal fishing gear, etc.? 
Response  Number Percent 
1. I do not understand any of the fishing regulations.      67   2.3% 
2. I understand a few of the fishing regulations.    411 13.9% 
3. I understand most of the fishing regulations. 1,458 49.2% 
4. I understand all of the fishing regulations. 1,026 34.6% 
Total 2,962 100% 
   

For those that checked number 1 or 2 above was it because 
you… 

Number 
Responses 

Percent 
of Cases 

Keep a copy of the regulations with you to check when needed. 247 53.3% 
Depend on your fishing companions to know the regulations. 225 48.6% 
Depend on the areas to be posted with what you need to know. 142 30.7% 
Don’t plan on keeping any fish.   60 13.0% 
Other:   40   8.6% 
Don’t worry about what the regulations are.   15   3.2% 
Don’t expect to be checked by a Conservation Officer   10   2.2% 
Number of Cases 463 159.6% 
   

Percent of Cases  
For those that checked number 1 vs. 2 above was it because 
you… 

Picked  
#1 Above 

Picked 
#2 Above 

Keep a copy of the regulations with you to check when needed. 36.1% 56.0% 
Depend on your fishing companions to know the regulations. 52.5% 48.0% 
Depend on the areas to be posted with what you need to know. 27.9% 31.1% 
Don’t plan on keeping any fish. 11.5% 13.2% 
Other: 13.1%   8.0% 
Don’t worry about what the regulations are. 11.5%   2.0% 
Don’t expect to be checked by a Conservation Officer   6.6%   1.5% 
Number of Cases 61 402 
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Table 33. Rating of the difficulty in understanding the fishing regulations (analyzed 
by resident annual fishing license types): How well do you understand the fishing 
regulations for the areas that you fish (e.g., do you know the legal size limits, 
daily/possession limits and legal fishing gear, etc.? 

Resident Annual License Type  
Response  Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

I do not understand any of 
the fishing regulations. 

 
  2.9% 

 
  1.7% 

 
  1.3% 

 
  3.4% 

I understand a few of the 
fishing regulations. 

 
16.6% 

 
11.1% 

 
13.3% 

 
11.2% 

I understand most of the 
fishing regulations. 

 
46.8% 

 
50.3% 

 
52.8% 

 
55.1% 

I understand all of the 
fishing regulations. 

 
33.7% 

 
37.0% 

 
32.7% 

 
30.3% 

Total 1,334 1,130 392 89 
Chi-Square: X2=27.43; df=9; p=0.001 
 

 
 
Table 34. Rating of the difficulty in understanding the fishing regulations in the 
South Dakota 2003 Fishing Handbook (evaluation by anglers with one of the resident 
annual fishing licenses): How easy is it to understand and follow the fishing regulations 
as stated in the South Dakota 2003 Fishing Handbook (available when you purchase 
your fishing license)? 
Rating  Number Percent 
Easily Understood 1,502 50.6% 
Slightly Confusing    876 29.5% 
Somewhat Difficult    318 10.7% 
Very Difficult      66   2.2% 
Don’t Read Them     56   1.9% 
No Opinion    153   5.1% 
Total 2,971 100% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Response  Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Easily Understood 53.0% 48.3% 50.6% 43.8% 
Slightly Confusing 27.0% 32.7% 28.5% 32.6% 
Somewhat Difficult   9.7% 11.0% 14.2%   6.7% 
Very Difficult   2.0%   2.2%   2.3%   3.4% 
Don’t Read Them   3.0%   1.1%   0.5%   2.2% 
No Opinion   5.2%   4.7%   3.8% 11.2% 
Total 1,335 1,137 393 89 
Chi-Square: X2=43.56; df=15; p<0.001 
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Table 35. Attitude towards current restrictions on high-grading (as stated in the 
above information box) (evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing 
licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Attitude (score) Number Percent 
Strongly Oppose  (-3)      72   2.4% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)      83   2.8% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)    133   4.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    893 30.1% 
Slightly Support  (1)    257   8.7% 
Moderately Support  (2)    566 19.1% 
Strongly Support  (3)    961 32.4% 
Number 2,965 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.27 1.21 – 1.32 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
OPPOSE    288   9.7% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    893 30.1% 
SUPPORT 1,784 60.2% 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  1.27 1.19 – 1.35 
Combination 1.38 1.29 – 1.47 
Senior 1.07 0.90 – 1.25 
Jr. Combination 0.76 0.44 – 1.09 
ANOVA: F=6.80;  df=3/2,945;  p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Highgrading Restrictions: High-grading or culling causes unnecessary fish mortality 
due to extra handling and subjecting fish to warm surface water in a livewell.  In 
South Dakota, high-grading is restricted for certain species and/or at certain locations.  
These restriction prohibit exchanging fish that have been held in a livewell, on a 
stringer or in other fish holding/storage devices with one that had just been caught.  
High-grading of walleyes, sauger and their hybrids are prohibited statewide.  High-
grading of bluegills/sunfish from Enemy Swim Lake is prohibited and high-grading of 
all fish is prohibited in the South Dakota-Minnesota Border Waters. 
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Table 35-A. Attitude towards current restrictions on high-grading (as stated in the 
above information box)(analyzed by resident annual fishing license types). 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Oppose  (-3)   1.7%   2.6%   4.4%   2.2% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)   2.5%   2.7%   3.6%   3.4% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)   3.6%   4.9%   5.2%   7.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 33.9% 24.0% 32.0% 43.8% 
Slightly Support  (1)   8.4%   9.8%   6.2%   7.9% 
Moderately Support  (2) 17.2% 21.8% 19.3% 14.6% 
Strongly Support  (3) 32.7% 34.2% 29.4% 20.2% 
Total 1,335 1,137 388 89 
Chi-Square: X2=61.17; df=18; p<0.001 
 

 
 
Table 36. Attitude towards expanding the current restrictions on high-grading to 
include all fish species statewide (evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual 
fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Attitude (score) Number Percent 
Strongly Oppose  (-3)    141   4.8% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)    146   4.9% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)    222   7.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    926 31.3% 
Slightly Support  (1)    337 11.4% 
Moderately Support  (2)    465 15.7% 
Strongly Support  (3)    721 24.4% 
Number 2,958 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.84 0.78 – 0.90 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
OPPOSE    509 17.2% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    926 31.3% 
SUPPORT 1,523 51.5% 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.87 0.78 – 0.96 
Combination 0.90 0.80 – 1.01 
Senior 0.71 0.54 – 0.88 
Jr. Combination 0.43 0.09 – 0.76 
ANOVA: F=3.09;  df=3/2,937;  p=0.026 
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Table 36-A. Attitude towards expanding the current restrictions on high-grading to 
include all fish species statewide (analyzed by resident annual fishing license types). 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Oppose  (-3)   4.1%   5.2%   5.2%   5.6% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)   4.3%   5.2%   6.7%   4.5% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)   7.5%   7.4%   7.3%   7.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 33.9% 26.2% 33.9% 46.1% 
Slightly Support  (1) 10.4% 13.8%   7.5% 11.2% 
Moderately Support  (2) 14.8% 16.5% 18.4%   9.0% 
Strongly Support  (3) 25.0% 25.7% 21.0% 15.7% 
Total 1,332 1,134 386 85 
Chi-Square: X2=48.24; df=18; p<0.001 
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Table 37-A. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type):  Each waterbody should have its own set of regulations which is 
best suited for that particular stream, pond or reservoir. 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Attitude (score) – Each waterbody should have its 
own set of regulations which is best suited for that 
particular stream, pond or reservoir. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    368 12.4% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    468 15.8% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    512 17.3% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    944 31.9% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    671 22.6% 
Number 2,963 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.37 0.32 – 0.41 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    836 28.2% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    512 17.3% 
AGREE 1,615 54.5% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 10.7% 14.0% 13.0% 14.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 14.6% 17.9% 13.2% 20.2% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 17.4% 16.4% 19.9% 15.7% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 33.3% 31.1% 30.1% 30.3% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 24.0% 20.6% 23.8% 19.1% 
Total 1,339 1,132 386 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.45 
0.39 – 0.52 

0.26 
0.19 – 0.34 

0.39 
0.25 – 0.52 

0.19 
-0.09 – 0.48 

Chi-Square: X2=20.90; df=12; p=0.052 
ANOVA: F=4.84;  df=3/2,942;  p=0.002 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 2 

 126  
 

 
 
Table 37-B. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): Fishing regulations detract from my fishing experience. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Fishing regulations detract 
from my fishing experience. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    915 31.1% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    614 20.8% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 1,022 34.7% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    335 11.4% 
Strongly Agree  (2)      60   2.0% 
Number 2,946 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.68 -0.71 – -0.64 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,529 51.9% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 1,022 34.7% 
AGREE    395 13.4% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 32.1% 30.1% 31.7% 25.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 22.4% 20.4% 15.7% 21.6% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 33.2% 34.8% 39.5% 35.2% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 10.2% 12.8% 10.7% 15.9% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   2.0%   1.9%   2.4%   2.2% 
Total 1,330 1,129 382 88 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.72 
-0.78 – -0.67 

-0.64 
-0.70 – -0.58 

-0.64 
-0.75 – -0.52 

-0.51 
-0.75 – -0.28 

Chi-Square: X2=17.21; df=12; p=0.142 
ANOVA: F=2.08;  df=3/2,925;  p=0.100 
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Table 37-C. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): Fishing regulations are not enforced adequately. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Fishing regulations are not 
enforced adequately. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    372 12.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    638 21.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 1,269 43.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    482 16.4% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    184   6.2% 
Number 2,945 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.18 -0.22 – -0.14 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,010 34.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 1,269 43.1% 
AGREE    666 22.6% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 12.5% 12.3% 13.3% 10.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 22.5% 21.6% 16.2% 34.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 42.7% 43.2% 45.2% 40.9% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 15.7% 16.7% 19.1% 13.6% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   6.6%   6.2%   6.3%   1.1% 
Total 1,332 1,126 383 88 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.19 
-0.24 – -0.13 

-0.17 
-0.23 – -0.11 

-0.11 
-0.22 – -0.01 

-0.39 
-0.57 - -0.20 

Chi-Square: X2=19.61; df=12; p=0.075 
ANOVA: F=1.70;  df=3/2,925;  p=0.165 
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Table 37-D. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): It would upset me to be checked by a Conservation Officer 
while I was fishing. 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Attitude (score) – It would upset me to be 
checked by a Conservation Officer while I was 
fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2) 1,573 53.1% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    531 17.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    599 20.2% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    177   6.0% 
Strongly Agree  (2)      80   2.7% 
Number 2,960 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -1.13 -1.17 – -1.09 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 2,104 71.1% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    599 20.2% 
AGREE    257   8.7% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 54.8% 52.1% 54.1% 38.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 18.4% 17.8% 15.2% 25.0% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 19.0% 21.3% 21.9% 17.0% 
Slightly Agree  (1)   5.7%   5.7%   5.4% 14.8% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   2.2%   3.0%   3.4%   4.5% 
Total 1,333 1,134 388 88 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-1.18 
-1.24 – -1.12 

-1.10 
-1.17 – -1.04 

-1.11 
-1.23 - -1.00 

-0.78 
-1.05 - -0.52 

Chi-Square: X2=26.71; df=12; p=0.008 
ANOVA: F=4.07;  df=3/2,939;  p=0.007 
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Table 37-E. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): Fishing regulations are overly protective and should be 
relaxed some. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Fishing regulations are overly 
protective and should be relaxed some. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    942 31.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    808 27.3% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    879 29.7% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    251   8.5% 
Strongly Agree  (2)      80   2.7% 
Number 2,960 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.77 -0.81 – -0.73 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,750 59.1% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    879 29.7% 
AGREE    331 11.2% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 32.5% 31.5% 32.9% 22.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 27.7% 28.7% 20.9% 33.7% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 29.3% 28.8% 33.9% 25.8% 
Slightly Agree  (1)   7.7%   8.6%   9.7% 14.6% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   2.8%   2.4%   2.6%   3.4% 
Total 1,337 1,134 383 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.79 
-0.85 – -0.73 

-0.78 
-0.85 – -0.72 

-0.72 
-0.83 – -0.61 

-0.57 
-0.80 – -0.34 

Chi-Square: X2=20.12; df=12; p=0.065 
ANOVA: F=1.56;  df=3/2,939;  p=0.197 
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Table 37-F. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): Game, Fish and Parks has the competence and technical 
training to know how to properly manage the State’s fishing resources. 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Attitude (score) – Game, Fish and Parks has the 
competence and technical training to know how 
to properly manage the State’s fishing resources. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    138   4.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    331 11.2% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    951 32.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    854 28.8% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    688 23.2% 
Number 2,960 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.55 0.51 – 0.59 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    469 15.8% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    951 32.1% 
AGREE 1,542 52.1% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2)   3.9%   4.9%   6.0%   6.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 10.3% 11.7% 13.1%   6.7% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 34.5% 30.8% 27.2% 37.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 28.2% 29.9% 29.0% 27.0% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 23.2% 22.8% 24.8% 22.5% 
Total 1,339 1,134 383 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.56 
0.51 – 0.62 

0.54 
0.48 – 0.60 

0.54 
0.42 – 0.65 

0.52 
0.28 – 0.75 

Chi-Square: X2=16.08; df=12; p=0.188 
ANOVA: F=0.15;  df=3/2,941;  p=0.928 
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Table 37-G. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): I trust Game, Fish and Parks to manage the State’s 
fisheries resource in a fair and reasonable manner. 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Attitude (score) – I trust Game, Fish and Parks to 
manage the State’s fisheries resource in a fair and 
reasonable manner. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    122   4.1% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    314 10.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    606 20.4% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 1,025 34.6% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    899 30.3% 
Number 2,966 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.76 0.72 – 0.80 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE   436 14.7% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    606 20.4% 
AGREE 1,924 64.9% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2)   3.7%   4.8%   3.1%   7.9% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   9.6% 12.1% 10.9%   6.7% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 20.6% 19.7% 20.7% 23.6% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 34.5% 36.0% 32.6% 27.0% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 31.6% 27.4% 32.8% 34.8% 
Total 1,338 1,135 387 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.81 
0.75 – 0.87 

0.69 
0.63 – 0.76 

0.81 
0.70 – 0.92 

0.74 
0.48 – 1.00 

Chi-Square: X2=19.42; df=12; p=0.079 
ANOVA: F=2.51;  df=3/2,945;  p=0.057 
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Table 37-H. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): Conservation Officers are usually fair in their treatment of 
anglers. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Conservation Officers are 
usually fair in their treatment of anglers. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)      83   2.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    225   7.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    776 26.2% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    981 33.1% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    899 30.3% 
Number 2,964 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.81 0.77 – 0.84 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    308 10.4% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    776 26.2% 
AGREE 1,880 63.4% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2)   2.5%   3.0%   1.8%   9.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   6.8%   8.8%   6.7%   6.7% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 27.5% 24.9% 24.3% 30.3% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 32.8% 35.0% 29.5% 30.3% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 30.5% 28.3% 37.7% 23.6% 
Total 1,336 1,135 387 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.82 
0.76 – 0.87 

0.77 
0.71 – 0.83 

0.95 
0.84 – 1.05 

0.53 
0.28 – 0.78 

Chi-Square: X2=33.59; df=12; p=0.001 
ANOVA: F=5.06;  df=3/2,943;  p=0.002 
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Table 37-I. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): Most fishing regulations have a sound biological basis. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Most fishing regulations have a 
sound biological basis. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)      55   1.9% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    198   6.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    997 33.7% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 1,074 36.3% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    638 21.5% 
Number 2,962 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.69 0.66 – 0.72 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    253   8.5% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    997 33.7% 
AGREE 1,712 57.8% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2)   1.3%   2.6%   0.5%   4.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   5.5%   7.9%   8.0%   4.5% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 35.8% 32.1% 29.2% 40.9% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 36.0% 38.3% 33.3% 28.4% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 21.4% 19.2% 28.9% 21.6% 
Total 1,337 1,133 387 88 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.71 
0.66 – 0.75 

0.64 
0.58 – 0.69 

0.82 
0.73 – 0.92 

0.58 
0.36 – 0.80 

Chi-Square: X2=41.72; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=4.28;  df=3/2,941;  p=0.005 
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Table 37-J. Attitudes related to fishing regulations and law enforcement 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type): I feel that most fishing violations occur because anglers do 
not know the regulations. 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Attitude (score) – I feel that most fishing 
violations occur because anglers do not know the 
regulations. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    610 20.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    807 27.2% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    519 17.5% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    725 24.4% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    310 10.4% 
Number 2,971 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.23 -0.28 – -0.18 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,417 47.7% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    519 17.5% 
AGREE 1,035 34.8% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 19.0% 22.0% 23.1% 13.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 25.6% 29.9% 24.2% 28.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 17.7% 17.4% 15.4% 23.6% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 26.5% 22.5% 23.9% 21.3% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 11.1%   8.2% 13.4% 13.5% 
Total 1,341 1,135 389 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.15 
-0.22 – -0.08 

-0.35 
-0.42 – -0.28 

-0.20 
-0.34 – -0.06 

-0.07 
-0.33 – 0.20 

Chi-Square: X2=29.42; df=12; p=0.003 
ANOVA: F=5.56;  df=3/2,950;  p=0.001 
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Section VI.  Fishing in the Black Hills 
 
 
Table 38. Distance that resident (annual) anglers live from the Black Hills analyzed 
by fishing in the Black Hills. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Distance from the 
Black Hills 

Overall  
(entire sample) 

Ever Fished in 
the Black Hills1 

Fished in the Black 
Hills in 20032 

Live in the Black Hills 15.7% 29.5% 57.3% 
1 – 49 miles   3.7%   6.8% 11.7% 
50 – 99 miles   0.4%   0.5%   0.8% 
100 – 199 miles   4.6%   4.4%   2.4% 
200 – 299 miles 16.1% 13.9%   7.1% 
300 – 399 miles 42.5% 35.3% 15.7% 
400 or more miles 17.1%   9.5%   5.0% 
Total Number 2,906 1,488 635 
150.8% of the overall sample had fished in the Black Hills in their lifetime. 
220.1% of the overall sample fished in the Black Hills in 2003. 
 
 
 
Table 39. Fishing in the Black Hills by resident (annual) anglers (analyzed by 
resident annual fishing license types). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
Never Fished in the Black Hills 1,439 49.0% 
Have Fished in the Black Hills by not in 2003    865 29.5% 
Fished in the Black Hills in 20003    631 21.5% 
Total 2,935 100% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Fishing in the Black Hills Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Never Fished in the Black 
Hills 

 
52.3% 

 
47.6% 

 
42.5% 

 
52.3% 

Have Fished in the Black 
Hills by not in 2003 

 
22.7% 

 
35.4% 

 
34.6% 

 
27.9% 

Fished in the Black Hills in 
20003 

 
25.1% 

 
17.1% 

 
22.9% 

 
19.8% 

Total 1,333 1,106 393 86 
Chi-Square: X2=63.03; df=6; p<0.001 
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Table 40. Number of days fishing in the Black Hills in 2003 (January 1 through 
December 31, 2003) by residents with one of the annual fishing licenses. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Days Fished in the  
Black Hills in 2003 Number Percent 
1   75 12.2% 
2   98 15.9% 
3   82 13.3% 
4   42   6.8% 
5   51   8.3% 
6   19   3.1% 
7   14   2.3% 
8   12   2.0% 
9    5   0.8% 
10  47   7.6% 
11-20  90 14.6% 
21-30  45   7.3% 
31-40    9   1.5% 
41-50    8   1.3% 
51-75    8   1.3% 
76-99    3   0.5% 
100 or more days    7   1.1% 
Total 6151 100% 
Median 5.00  
Mean / 95% C.I. 11.35 9.80 – 12.90 
120 respondents left this question blank. 
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Table 41. South Dakota fishing activity in the Black Hills and the Missouri River 
system by license type (2003). 

Estimated Total Number 
of Days Fishing 

 
 
License Type 

 
% Fishing 

in the 
Black Hills 

 
% Fishing in 
the Missouri 
River System 

 
Black Hills 

Missouri 
River 

Resident Annual  25.1% 46.0% 181,248 367,790 
Combination  17.1% 51.4% 71,528 249,965 
Senior Fishing 22.9% 46.4% 31,712 79,883 
Jr. Combination 19.8% 48.8% 9,125 19,974 
Resident One-Day 25.3% 32.3% 885 1,130 
Resident Oahe N/A 95.8% N/A 16,929 
Resident Total 294,498 735,671 
Percent of Total Resident Fishing (N=2,541,239 days) 11.6% 28.9% 

 

Nonresident Annual   8.1% 61.0% 11,750 87,581 
Nonresident Family 18.0% 48.5% 11,105 28,852 
Nonresident 3-Day 17.2% 53.3% 12,693 41,997 
Nonresident One-Day 28.2% 41.4% 7,029 10,319 
Nonresident Annual Oahe N/A 98.7% N/A 41,631 
Nonresident Family Oahe N/A 98.7% N/A 5,409 
Nonresident Total 42,577 215,789 
Percent of Total Nonresident Fishing (N=372,410 days) 11.4% 57.9% 

 

Total Number of Days Fishing 337,075 951,460 
Percent of Total Fishing (N=2,913,649 days) 11.6% 32.7% 
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Table 42. Number of days fishing in the Black Hills in 2003 (January 1 through 
December 31, 2003) by residents with one of the annual fishing licenses comparing 
anglers that did all of their fishing in the Black Hills in 2003 with Black Hills anglers that 
also fished in other areas.  

Black Hills Anglers – 2003  
Fishing Locations Number Percent 
Fished exclusively in the Black Hills 256 40.3% 
Fished in the Black Hills areas and other areas 379 59.7% 
Total 635 100% 
   

Fishing in the Black Hills  
Fishing Locations Mean Days 95% C. I. 
Fished exclusively in the Black Hills 15.14 12.09 – 18.19 
Fished in the Black Hills areas and other areas   8.81 7.27 – 10.34 
Average 11.35 9.80 – 12.90 
 
 
 
Table 43. Type of waters fished in the Black Hills by Black Hills anglers (2003). 

Black Hills Anglers – 2003  
Types of waters fished 
in the Black Hills 

 
Mean % 

 
95% C.I. 

Percent No 
Fishing1 

Percent 100% 
Fishing2 

Streams 29.9% 27.0 – 32.9 47.3% 12.4% 
Reservoirs / ponds 70.1% 67.13 – 73.0 12.4% 47.3% 
Total 100%  59.7% 59.7% 
1Did not do any fishing in that water type. 
2Did all of their fishing (100%) in that water type. 
 
 
 
Table 44. Rating by Black Hills anglers of the fishing in the Black Hills for 2003 in 
terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Black Hills Anglers – 2003 Rating of Fishing in the 
Black Hills for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   25   4.0% 
Poor (-1)   81 12.0% 
Fair  (0) 220 35.0% 
Good  (1) 218 34.7% 
Excellent  (2)   68 10.8% 
No Opinion (missing)   16   2.5% 
Total 628 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.36 0.28 – 0.44 
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Table 45. Satisfaction with fishing in the Black Hills in 2003 (evaluation by Black 
Hills anglers): Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with your total Black Hills 
fishing experience last year (2003)? 

Black Hills Anglers – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)   93 14.8% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 199 31.7% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1) 122 19.4% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   86 13.7% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   66 10.5% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   38   6.1% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   24   3.8% 
Number 628 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.93 0.80 – 1.06 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 414 65.9% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   86 13.7% 
DISSATISFIED 128 20.4% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.2 to 1 
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Section VII.  Fishing in the Missouri River System 
 
Table 46. Distance that resident (annual) anglers live from the Missouri River 
analyzed by fishing in the Missouri River. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Distance from the 
Missouri River 

 
Overall  

(entire sample) 

Ever Fished in 
the Missouri 

River1 

Fished in the 
Missouri River 

in 20032 

0 – 49 miles 15.4% 18.0% 25.7% 
50 – 99 miles   5.8%   6.3%   8.8% 
100 – 199 miles 13.6% 15.3% 17.2% 
200 – 299 miles 25.9% 26.5% 25.1% 
300 – 399 miles 28.1% 25.7% 18.4% 
400 or more miles 11.2%   8.1%   4.9% 
Total Number 2,891 2,336 1,404 
180.6% of the overall sample had fished in the Missouri River in their lifetime. 
244.6% of the overall sample fished in the Missouri River in 2003. 
 
 
 
 
Table 47. Fishing in the Missouri River by resident (annual) anglers (analyzed by 
resident annual fishing license types). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Fishing in the Missouri River Number Percent 
Never Fished in the Missouri River    560 19.1% 
Have Fished in the Missouri River by not in 2003    962 32.9% 
Fished in the Missouri River in 20003 1,404 48.1% 
Total 2,926 100% 

 

Resident Annual License Type Fishing in the Missouri 
River Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Never Fished in the 
Missouri River 

 
25.3% 

 
11.7% 

 
17.4% 

 
26.7% 

Have Fished in the Missouri 
River by not in 2003 

 
28.6% 

 
36.9% 

 
36.2% 

 
24.4% 

Fished in the Missouri River 
in 20003 

 
46.0% 

 
51.4% 

 
46.4% 

 
48.8% 

Total 1,327 1,107 390 86 
Chi-Square: X2=81.01; df=6; p<0.001 
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Table 48. Number of days fishing in the Missouri River in 2003 (January 1 through 
December 31, 2003) by residents with one of the annual fishing licenses. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Days Fished in the  
Missouri River in 2003 Number Percent 
1  152 11.0% 
2  189 13.7% 
3  139 10.1% 
4    93   6.7% 
5    99   7.2% 
6    71   5.1% 
7    46   3.3% 
8    45   3.3% 
9      8   0.6% 
10  133   9.6% 
11-20  214 15.5% 
21-30  101   7.3% 
31-40    32   2.3% 
41-50    22   1.6% 
51-75    21   1.5% 
76-99      6   0.4% 
100 or more days    12   0.9% 
Total 1,3831 100% 
Median 6.00  
Mean / 95% C.I. 11.76 10.83 – 12.69 
130 respondents left this question blank. 
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Table 49. South Dakota fishing activity in the Black Hills and the Missouri River 
system by license type (2003). 

Estimated Total Number 
of Days Fishing 

 
 
License Type 

 
% Fishing 

in the 
Black Hills 

 
% Fishing in 
the Missouri 
River System 

 
Black Hills 

Missouri 
River 

Resident Annual  25.1% 46.0% 181,248 367,790 
Combination  17.1% 51.4% 71,528 249,965 
Senior Fishing 22.9% 46.4% 31,712 79,883 
Jr. Combination 19.8% 48.8% 9,125 19,974 
Resident One-Day 25.3% 32.3% 885 1,130 
Resident Oahe N/A 95.8% N/A 16,929 
Resident Total 294,498 735,671 
Percent of Total Resident Fishing (N=2,541,239 days) 11.6% 28.9% 

 

Nonresident Annual   8.1% 61.0% 11,750 87,581 
Nonresident Family 18.0% 48.5% 11,105 28,852 
Nonresident 3-Day 17.2% 53.3% 12,693 41,997 
Nonresident One-Day 28.2% 41.4% 7,029 10,319 
Nonresident Annual Oahe N/A 98.7% N/A 41,631 
Nonresident Family Oahe N/A 98.7% N/A 5,409 
Nonresident Total 42,577 215,789 
Percent of Total Nonresident Fishing (N=372,410 days) 11.4% 57.9% 

 

Total Number of Days Fishing 337,075 951,460 
Percent of Total Fishing (N=2,913,649 days) 11.6% 32.7% 
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Table 50. Number of days fishing in the Missouri River in 2003 (January 1 through 
December 31, 2003) by residents with one of the annual fishing licenses comparing 
anglers that did all of their fishing in the Missouri River in 2003 with Missouri River 
anglers that also fished in other areas.  

Missouri River Anglers – 2003  
Fishing Locations Number Percent 
Fished exclusively in the Missouri River    455 32.2% 
Fished in the Missouri River areas and other areas    958 67.8% 
Total 1,413 100% 
   

Fishing in the Missouri River  
Fishing Locations Mean Days 95% C. I. 
Fished exclusively in the Missouri River 14.59 12.66 – 16.52 
Fished in the Missouri River areas and other areas 10.42 9.41 – 11.44 
Average 11.76 10.83 – 12.69 
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Table 51. Specific waters fished and type of fishing in the Missouri River System 
during the entire year of 2003 (January 1 through December 31, 2003) by Missouri River 
anglers. 

Missouri River Anglers – 2003 Specific waters fished in the 
Missouri River System Number Percent of Cases 
Lake Oahe    654   47.1% 
Lake Sharpe    499   35.1% 
Lake Francis Case    596   42.9% 
River below Ft. Randall Dam    188   13.5% 
Lewis & Clark Lake    203   14.6% 
River below Gavins Pt. Dam    215   15.5% 
Total Cases 1,390 169.4% 
   

Number of specific waters 
fished in the Missouri River   

 
Number 

 
Percent 

1    758 54.5% 
2    393 28.3% 
3    172 12.4% 
4      48   3.5% 
5      11   0.8% 
6       8   0.6% 
Total 1,390 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.69 1.65 – 1.74 
   

 
Type of fishing in the 
Missouri River System  

Mean 
Percent 
of Time1 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent 
No 

Fishing2 

Percent 
100% 

Fishing3 

from shore 30.3% 28.2 – 32.4 52.3% 19.0% 
from a boat 67.1% 64.9 – 69.3 20.6% 48.5% 
through the ice   2.6% 2.0 – 3.1 90.0%   0.5% 
1Based on 1,397 responses to this questions 
2Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
3Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 52. Rating by Missouri River anglers of the fishing in the Missouri River for 
2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Missouri River Anglers – 2003 Rating of Fishing in the 
Missouri River for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)    101   7.2% 
Poor (-1)    304 21.6% 
Fair  (0)    532 37.6% 
Good  (1)    391 27.8% 
Excellent  (2)       65   4.6% 
No Opinion (missing)      13   0.9% 
Total 1,406 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.01 -0.04 – 0.06 
 
 
 
 
Table 53. Satisfaction with fishing in the Missouri River in 2003 (evaluation by 
Missouri River anglers): Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with your total 
Missouri River fishing experience last year (2003)? 

Missouri River Anglers – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)      96   6.9% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2)    323 23.1% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1)    335 23.9% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)    173 12.3% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)    250 17.8% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)    126   9.0% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)      98   7.0% 
Number 1,401 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.34 0.25 – 0.43 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED    754 53.8% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    173 12.3% 
DISSATISFIED    474 33.8% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 1.6 to 1 
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Section VIII.  Fishing in the Other South Dakota Rivers 
 
Table 54. Percent of resident “annual” anglers that fished in 3002 in “other” South 
Dakota rivers. 

Resident Annual Anglers – Fished in 2003 “Other” South Dakota 
Rivers – Fished in 2003 in… Number Percent of Cases 
Cheyenne River    129   4.6% 
Big Sioux River    258   9.1% 
James River    319 11.3% 
Vermilion River    177   6.2% 
Number of Cases 2,833 31.2% 

 

Number of “Other” Rivers 
Fished in 2003 

 
Number 

 
Percent 

0 2,163 76.4% 
1    526 18.6% 
2      94   3.3% 
3      31   1.1% 
4      19   0.7% 
Total 2,833 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.31 0.29 – 0.34 
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Section IX.  Opinions related to License Fees 
 
 
The following information was presented prior to the questions about fishing license fees 
in the survey questionnaire: 
 

Your Opinions related to License Fees 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What is your position on each of the following statements about fishing license fees? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Your fishing license fees pay for the management of the State’s fisheries resources.  The 
price of a fishing license is based on an amount needed to pay for these management 
costs.  Factors that can trigger a fee increase are inflation, addition of programs and/or 
management responsibilities and reduction in overall license sales.  In 2003 there were 
six types of resident fishing licenses and six types of non-resident fishing licenses: 
Resident Licenses Fees Non-Resident Licenses Fees 
Annual Fishing $ 21 Annual Fishing $ 59 
One-Day Fishing $   7 Annual Family Fishing $ 59 
Combination License $ 44 Three-Day Fishing $ 30 
Junior Combination (16-18) $ 23 One-Day Fishing $ 12 
Senior Fishing (65 and over) $   5 Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $ 20 
Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $   7 Lake Oahe Family Fishing $ 20 
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Table 55-A. Attitudes related to fishing license fees (evaluation by anglers with one 
of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type): 
Resident license fees are too expensive. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Resident license fees are too 
expensive. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    475 16.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    529 17.8% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    827 27.8% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    743 25.0% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    396 13.3% 
Number 2,970 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.02 -0.03 – 0.06 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,004 33.8% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    827 27.8% 
AGREE 1,139 38.4% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 16.2% 13.7% 24.0% 10.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 17.3% 19.2% 14.4% 18.9% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 24.1% 30.0% 37.1% 17.8% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 26.7% 25.2% 15.7% 37.8% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 15.7% 11.8%   8.8% 15.6% 
Total 1,343 1,133 388 90 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.08 
0.01 – 0.15 

0.02 
-0.05 – 0.09 

-0.29 
-0.41 – -0.17 

0.30 
0.04 – 0.56 

Chi-Square: X2=84.21; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=10.53;  df=3/2,950;  p<0.001 
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Table 55-B. Attitudes related to fishing license fees (evaluation by anglers with one 
of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type): 
Non-Resident license fees are too expensive. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Non-Resident license fees are 
too expensive. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2) 1,085 36.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    671 22.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    773 26.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    290   9.8% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    148   5.0% 
Number 2,967 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.76 -0.80 – -0.72 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,756 59.2% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    773 26.1% 
AGREE    438 14.8% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 34.0% 40.9% 33.7% 38.9% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 22.8% 24.1% 17.2% 23.3% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 26.4% 23.2% 32.4% 26.7% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 11.2%   8.2% 10.2%   6.7% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   5.6%   3.6%   6.5%   4.4% 
Total 1,343 1,134 383 90 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.68 
-0.75 – -0.62 

-0.90 
-0.97 – -0.84 

-0.61 
-0.74 – -0.49 

-0.86 
-1.10 – -0.62 

Chi-Square: X2=38.84; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=9.74;  df=3/2,946;  p<0.001 
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Table 55-C. Attitudes related to fishing license fees (evaluation by anglers with one 
of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type): I 
would support increased fees if additional revenues are needed for fisheries management. 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 

Attitude (score) – I would support increased fees 
if additional revenues are needed for fisheries 
management. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    469 15.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    571 19.3% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    816 27.5% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    810 27.3% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    296 10.0% 
Number 2,962 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.04 -0.08 – 0.01 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE 1,040 35.1% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    816 27.5% 
AGREE 1,106 37.3% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 16.3% 15.3% 14.8% 20.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 20.0% 19.8% 16.9% 13.3% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 28.1% 25.6% 29.4% 35.6% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 26.2% 28.3% 28.8% 24.4% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   9.5% 10.9% 10.1%   6.7% 
Total 1,342 1,129 385 90 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.08 
-0.14 – -0.01 

0.00 
-0.08 – 0.07 

0.03 
-0.10 – 0.15 

-0.16 
-0.41 – 0.10 

Chi-Square: X2=13.18; df=12; p=0.356 
ANOVA: F=1.34;  df=3/2,942;  p=0.260 
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à Note:  A Conservation License allows for ½ daily and possession limit takes at a 
reduced cost for the license. 
 
Table 56-A. Attitudes related to Conservation Licenses (evaluation by anglers with 
one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license 
type):  How strongly do you oppose or favor having a Conservation Fishing License 
available as one of the types of licenses for residents? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Resident 
Conservation License Number Percent 
Strongly Oppose  (-3)    657 22.1% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)    309 10.4% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)    232   7.8% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 1,100 37.0% 
Slightly Support  (1)    343 11.5% 
Moderately Support  (2)    178   6.0% 
Strongly Support  (3)    156   5.2% 
Number 2,975 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.56 -0.62 – -0.49 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
OPPOSE 1,198 40.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 1,100 37.0% 
SUPPORT    677 22.8% 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  -0.32  -0.41 – -0.22 
Combination -0.76  -0.86 – -0.66 
Senior -0.83  -0.99 – -0.67 
Jr. Combination -0.36 -0.73 – 0.02 
ANOVA: F=17.74;  df=3/2,954;  p<0.001 
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Table 56-B. Attitudes related to Conservation Licenses (evaluation by anglers with 
one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license 
type):  How unlikely or likely would you be to purchase a Conservation License (if it 
were available) instead of the license type that you would normally purchase? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Likelihood of Buying 
a Resident Conservation License Number Percent 
Very Unlikely (-3) 1,402 47.1% 
Moderately Unlikely  (-2)    255   8.6% 
Slightly Unlikely  (-1)    181   6.1% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    609 20.5% 
Slightly Likely  (1)    229   7.7% 
Moderately Likely  (2)    147   4.9% 
Very Likely (3)    152   5.1% 
Number 2,975 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -1.32 -1.39 – -1.25 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
UNLIKELY 1,838 61.8% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    609 20.5% 
LIKELY    528 17.7% 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  -0.98 -1.08 – -0.87 
Combination -1.63 -1.73 – -1.53 
Senior -1.61 -1.78 – -1.44 
Jr. Combination -1.22 -1.65 – -0.80 
ANOVA: F=28.30;  df=3/2,954;  p<0.001 
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Table 56-C. Attitudes related to Conservation Licenses (evaluation by anglers with 
one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license 
type):  How strongly do you oppose or favor having a Conservation Fishing License 
available as one of the types of licenses for non-residents? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Non-Resident 
Conservation License Number Percent 
Strongly Oppose  (-3)    889 29.9% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)    212   7.1% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)    151   5.1% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    965 32.4% 
Slightly Support  (1)    352 11.8% 
Moderately Support  (2)    184   6.2% 
Strongly Support  (3)    223   7.5% 
Number 2,976 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.62 -0.69 – -0.55 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
OPPOSE 1,252 42.1% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    965 32.4% 
SUPPORT    759 25.5% 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  -0.47  -0.58 – -0.37 
Combination -0.83  -0.94 – -0.72 
Senior -0.62  -0.80 – -0.44 
Jr. Combination -0.34 -0.75 – 0.06 
ANOVA: F=7.86;  df=3/2,955;  p<0.001 
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Table 57. Willingness-to-pay (evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual 
fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type):  How much more would 
you be willing to pay in license fees if the money was to be earmarked for additional 
work on water quality and habitat improvement? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) –  
Willingness-to-Pay Number Percent 
$0    615 20.8% 
$2    435 14.7% 
$4    409 13.8% 
$6    213   7.2% 
$8      76   2.6% 
$10    352 11.9% 
more than $10    203   6.9% 
No Opinion    657 22.2% 
Number 2,960 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 2 

 155  
 

 
 
The following information was provided prior to the question on determining the social 
value (in economic terms) of fishing to resident South Dakota anglers: 
 
Economic Value of Fishing to South Dakota Anglers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hypothetical situation: This question is designed to measure the value of fishing to you 
in general.  Considering all the fishing that you normally do in a year and all the 
enjoyment, satisfaction and other benefits that you receive from a normal year of fishing, 
how much money would it take for you to be equally satisfied to give-up fishing for an 
entire year? 

$_________  This is the amount that I think would be fair compensation 
to be equally satisfied to not fish for an entire year.   
 
 

∂ Check here if you have no opinion 
 
 
Table 58. Estimated value of one year of fishing for resident South Dakota anglers. 
License Type Number Sold Value1,2 Total 
Resident Annual 65,860 $66,305 $4.37 Billion 
Combination 43,105 $45,963 $1.98 Billion 
Senior 14,456 $74,373 $1.08 Billion 
Jr. Combination 4,856 $58,241 $0.28 Billion 
Total 128,277 (average)    $58,010 $7.71 Billion 
1ANOVA: F=1.05; df=3/1,369; p=0.368 
2 A total of 1,379 respondents (44.8%) provided a value estimated for their fishing while 
1,701 (55.2%) checked the no opinion response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note:  Some people have a difficult time trying to put an economic value on their fishing 
activity.  However, we encourage you to try to answer this question to the best of your ability. 
Please note that this question is not designed to raise license fees.  The purpose of this 
question is to try to estimate the social value of fishing expressed in economic terms (dollars) 
to South Dakota anglers. 
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Section X.  Opinions related to Use of Technology in Fishing 
 
 
The following information was presented prior to the questions about the use of 
technology in fishing in the survey questionnaire: 
 
It seems that there has been a growth in the use of all kinds of electronic devices designed 
to improve anglers’ chances of finding and catching fish. What is your position on each 
of the following statements about the use of technology in fishing?  
 
 
Table 59-A. Attitudes related to the use of technology in fishing (evaluation by 
anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by 
license type): Technological advances in fishing gear are good for the sport. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Technological advances in 
fishing gear are good for the sport. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    365 12.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    593 20.1% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    852 28.8% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    886 30.0% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    260   8.8% 
Number 2,956 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.03 -0.01 – 0.07 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    958 32.4% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    852 28.8% 
AGREE 1,146 38.8% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 10.9% 11.3% 20.4% 10.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 19.7% 19.8% 21.5% 21.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 31.1% 27.6% 26.2% 21.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 29.9% 32.1% 23.0% 35.6% 
Strongly Agree  (2)   8.3%   9.2%   8.9% 12.2% 
Total 1,334 1,133 382 90 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.05 
-0.01 – 0.11 

0.08 
0.01 – 0.15 

-0.21 
-0.34 – -0.09 

0.19 
-0.06 – 0.44 

Chi-Square: X2=40.64; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=7.13;  df=3/2,935;  p<0.001 
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Table 59-B. Attitudes related to the use of technology in fishing (evaluation by 
anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by 
license type): There is too much technology involved in fishing nowadays. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – There is too much technology 
involved in fishing nowadays. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    274   9.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    485 16.4% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    833 28.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    916 30.9% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    457 15.4% 
Number 2,965 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.27 0.23 – 0.31 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    759 25.6% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    833 28.1% 
AGREE 1,373 46.3% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2)   8.1% 10.7%   9.1% 10.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 17.3% 17.3%   9.6% 21.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 28.3% 28.5% 26.2% 27.8% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 30.3% 31.3% 32.6% 27.8% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 16.1% 12.3% 22.5% 13.3% 
Total 1,338 1,134 386 90 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.29 
0.23 – 0.35 

0.17 
0.10 – 0.24 

0.50 
0.38 – 0.62 

0.13 
-0.12 – 0.38 

Chi-Square: X2=40.15; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=8.10;  df=3/2,944;  p<0.001 
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Table 59-C. Attitudes related to the use of technology in fishing (evaluation by 
anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by 
license type): There should be regulations to limit some types of technology. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – There should be regulations to 
limit some types of technology. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    376 12.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    378 12.8% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    873 29.5% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    858 29.0% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    478 16.1% 
Number 2,963 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.23 0.19 – 0.28 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    754 25.4% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    873 29.5% 
AGREE 1,336 45.1% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2) 11.4% 15.3%   8.6% 14.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 13.3% 14.4%   7.3%   9.0% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 29.8% 30.2% 26.2% 29.2% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 30.1% 25.8% 33.8% 30.3% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 15.3% 14.3% 24.2% 16.9% 
Total 1,338 1,134 385 89 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.25 
0.18 – 0.31 

0.09 
0.02 – 0.17 

0.58 
0.46 – 0.69 

0.26 
-0.01 – 0.53 

Chi-Square: X2=53.57; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=15.12;  df=3/2,942;  p<0.001 
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Table 59-D. Attitudes related to the use of technology in fishing (evaluation by 
anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by 
license type): The use of technology should be a personal decision by each angler. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – The use of technology should be 
a personal decision by each angler. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    262   8.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    386 13.0% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    731 24.7% 
Slightly Agree  (1)    805 27.2% 
Strongly Agree  (2)    779 26.3% 
Number 2,963 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.49 0.45 – 0.54 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISAGREE    648 21.9% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION    731 24.7% 
AGREE 1,584 53.5% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Disagree  (-2)   8.1%   7.7% 14.5%   7.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 12.5% 12.4% 17.4% 11.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 25.2% 22.2% 30.8% 21.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 27.7% 29.0% 19.4% 31.1% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 26.5% 28.8% 17.9% 28.9% 
Total 1,338 1,132 386 90 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

0.52 
0.46 – 0.59 

0.59 
0.52 – 0.66 

0.09 
-0.04 – 0.22 

0.62 
0.36 – 0.88 

Chi-Square: X2=56.63; df=12; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=16.50;  df=3/2,942;  p<0.001 
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Table 59-E. Summary of the use of technology variables using a K-means cluster 
analysis approach. 

2003 Resident Anglers Angler Type Based on Attitudes 
towards Use of Technology in Fishing Number Percent 
Traditionalist 1,720 58.3% 
Technocrats 1,229 41.7% 
Total 2,949 100% 

 
Use of Technology in Fishing Variables Mean Attitude 95% C.I. 
Technological advances in fishing gear are good for the sport. 
Traditionalist -0.56 -0.60 – -0.51 
Technocrats 0.85 0.80 – 0.90 

 

There is too much technology involved in fishing nowadays. 
Traditionalist 0.86 0.82 – 0.90 
Technocrats -0.56 -0.62 – -0.51 

 

There should be regulations to limit some types of technology. 
Traditionalist 0.89 0.85 – 0.93 
Technocrats -0.70 -0.76 – -0.65 

 

The use of technology should be a personal decision by each angler. 
Traditionalist -0.22 -0.27 – -0.16 
Technocrats 1.48 1.44 – 1.51 
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Section XI.  Opinions related to Fishing Tournaments 
 
 
The following information was presented prior to the questions about fishing tournaments 
in the survey questionnaire: 
 
Fishing Tournaments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 60. Behavior related to fishing tournaments (evaluation by anglers with one of 
the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall and analyzed by license type). 
Behavior / Response Number Percent 
Have you ever fished in a fishing tournament? 
     NO 2,057 68.6% 
     YES    943 31.4% 
     Total 3,000 100% 
   

Did you fish in a fishing tournament last year (2003)? 
     NO 2,657 89.1% 
     YES    324 10.9% 
     Total 2,981 100% 
   

Did you do any fishing in South Dakota last year in which you were fishing at the 
same time and place of a fishing tournament? 
     NO 1,898 63.5% 
     YES    796 26.6% 
     NOT SURE    293   9.8% 
     Total 2,987 100% 
   

Did you ever decide to not fish in an area because a tournament was being held there? 
     NO 1,999 67.1% 
     YES    979 32.9% 
     Total 2,978 100% 
 

A fishing tournament is any organized competitive angling event involving 20 or more boats 
or, if boats are not involved, 50 or more people, conducted on the public waters of this state, 
for the purpose of awarding prizes or for personal gain or promotional consideration.  Junior 
fishing clinics or achievement contests for youths under age 17 are not considered to be 
fishing tournaments regardless of the number of participants.  ARSD 41:09:15:01. 

The Issue with Fishing Tournaments:  On one hand, fishing tournaments promote fishing 
and may bring in economic benefits to local areas.  On the other hand, fishing tournaments 
may cause crowding and increased pressure on the resources. 
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Table 61. General overall attitude towards fishing tournaments in South Dakota 
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude towards Fishing 
Tournaments in  SD (score)   Number Percent 
Strongly Dislike (-3)    309 10.5% 
Moderately Dislike (-2)    216   7.3% 
Slightly Dislike (-1)    250   8.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 1,598 54.3% 
Slightly Like  (1)    226   7.7% 
Moderately Like  (2)    246   8.4% 
Strongly Like  (3)      97   3.3% 
Number 2,942 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.20 -0.26 – -0.15 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISLIKE    775 26.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 1,598 54.3% 
LIKE    569 19.3% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Strongly Dislike (-3)   8.6% 10.4% 18.0%   8.0% 
Moderately Dislike (-2)   6.2%   8.8%   8.4%   2.3% 
Slightly Dislike (-1)   7.7% 10.8%   6.1%   4.6% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 58.8% 48.3% 56.5% 54.0% 
Slightly Like  (1)   7.7%   8.8%   4.3% 10.3% 
Moderately Like  (2)   7.6%   9.9%   5.1% 11.5% 
Strongly Like  (3)   3.5%   3.1%   1.8%   9.2% 
Total 1,319 1,125 395 87 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.13 
-0.20 – -0.05 

-0.22 
-0.30 – -0.13 

-0.57 
-0.71 – -0.43 

0.28 
-0.04 – 0.59 

Chi-Square: X2=91.12; df=18; p<0.001 
ANOVA: F=13.80;  df=3/2,922;  p<0.001 
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The following information was presented prior to the question about fishing tournament 
regulations in the survey questionnaire: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 62. Attitude towards fishing tournaments regulations in South Dakota  
(evaluation by anglers with one of the resident annual fishing licenses in 2003 – overall 
and analyzed by license type) – Should there be more or less days that fishing 
tournaments are permitted? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (Score) - I would prefer that there 
are…….days that fishing tournaments are permitted.  Number Percent 
Many More (2)      51   1.7% 
A Few More (1)      96   3.3% 
Same Number (0)1    900 30.5% 
A Few Less (-1)    371 12.6% 
A Lot Less (-2)    446 15.1% 
No Opinion  (0) 1,085 36.8% 
Number 2,949 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.36 -0.39 – -0.33 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
MORE    147   5.0% 
SAME or NO OPINION 1,985 67.3% 
LESS    817 27.7% 

 

Resident Annual License Type  
Attitude (score) Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 

Many More (2)   1.9%   1.8%   0.8%   1.1% 
A Few More (1)   3.4%   2.7%   2.6% 11.4% 
Same Number (0)1 30.3% 33.4% 21.4% 31.8% 
A Few Less (-1) 11.2% 15.6%   9.8%   8.0% 
A Lot Less (-2) 12.9% 15.5% 23.0% 10.2% 
No Opinion  (0) 40.1% 31.0% 42.5% 37.5% 
Total 1,336 1,131 379 88 
Mean / 
95% C. I. 

-0.30 
-0.34 – -0.25 

-0.40 
-0.45 – -0.35 

-0.51 
-0.61 – -0.42 

-0.15 
-0.32 – 0.02 

Chi-Square: X2=88.41; df=15; p<0.001   /   ANOVA: F=9.75;  df=3/2,930;  p<0.001 
1Picking the same number response above means that you like the current restrictions on fishing 
tournaments as stated in the above information box. 

Times when fishing tournaments are not permitted: Fishing tournaments are not 
permitted from 8 a.m. on Friday to 8 p.m. on Sunday of Free Fishing and Spring Open 
House weekend (usually the weekend preceding Memorial Day weekend) or on 
Memorial Day, July Fourth, Labor Day, or on associated weekends when those 
holidays fall on Friday, Saturday, Sunday or Monday.  Fishing tournaments are 
permitted for all other times with the additional restriction that there can only be one 
fishing tournament held at the same location and time period. 
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Section XII.  Opinions related to Fish Consumption Advisories  
 
The following information was presented prior to the questions about fish consumption 
advisories in the survey questionnaire: 
 

Fish Consumption Advisories 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 63. Activity in 2003 by resident anglers related to fishing in any of the lakes 
mentioned in the above fish consumption advisory. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Did you fish in any of these lakes last year? 

NO YES 

 
 
Lake 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Bitter Lake 2,817 94.7% 159 5.3% 
Lake Isabel 2,969 99.8%     7 0.2% 
Hurley Lake 2,960 99.5%   16 0.5% 
West Highway 81 /  
Twin Lakes Complex 

 
2,817 

 
94.7% 

 
159 

 
5.3% 

Total Number responding to this question à 2,976 
 

Table 63 continued on next page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The South Dakota Departments of Health, Environment & Natural Resources and Game, 
Fish and Parks cooperate to test fish for contaminants.  Sixty-seven of South Dakota’s 
most popular fishing waterbodies have been tested from 1994 to present, and only two 
lakes (Bitter Lake and Lake Isabel) warranted issuing fish consumption advisories by 
the time of printing the 2003 Fishing handbook.  However, fish consumption advisories 
have been issued for two additional lakes this past year (Hurley Lake and West 
Highway 81 / Twin Lakes Complex).  In South Dakota, an advisory is issued when the 
mercury concentration in fish flesh samples equals or exceeds 1 part per million. 
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Table 63 Continued. Activity in 2003 by resident anglers related to fishing in any of the 
lakes mentioned in the above fish consumption advisory. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Did you know about the fish consumption advisory for this lake? 

NO YES 

 
 
Lake 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Bitter Lake 1,954 70.7% 811 29.3% 
Lake Isabel 2,332 84.3% 433 15.7% 
Hurley Lake 2,440 88.2% 325 11.8% 
West Highway 81 /  
Twin Lakes Complex 

 
2,327 

 
84.2% 

 
438 

 
15.8% 

Total Number responding to this question à 2,765 
 

Did you eat any fish from these lakes in 2003? 
NO YES 

 
Lake 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Bitter Lake 2,846 96.1% 114 3.9% 
Lake Isabel 2,956 99.9%     4 0.1% 
Hurley Lake 2,952 99.7%     8 0.3% 
West Highway 81 /  
Twin Lakes Complex 

 
2,863 

 
96.7% 

 
  97 

 
3.3% 

Total Number responding to this question à 2,960 
 
 
 
 
Table 63-A. Fish advisory awareness and fish eating behavior selecting only anglers 
that fished in each fish consumption advisory lake in 2003. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Lake Number that 

Fished 
% Aware of 

Advisory 
% that Ate Fish 

from Lake in 2003 
Bitter Lake 159 91.8% 65.4% 
Lake Isabel     7 100% 28.6% 
Hurley Lake   16 31.3% 43.8% 
West Highway 81 /  
Twin Lakes Complex 

 
159 

 
56.7% 

 
54.1% 
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Table 63-B. Fish advisory awareness selecting only anglers that ate fish from a fish 
consumption advisory lake in 2003. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Percent Awareness 

 
Lake Number that Ate Fish 

from Lake in 2003 NO YES 
Bitter Lake 114   7.0% 93.0% 
Lake Isabel     4 25.0% 75.0% 
Hurley Lake     8 50.0% 50.0% 
West Highway 81 /  
Twin Lakes Complex 

 
  97 

 
46.4% 

 
53.6% 

Average 223 26.0% 74.0% 
 
 
 
 
Table 64. In general, how informed (knowledgeable) are you about fish consumption 
advisories in South Dakota (including a comparison by license type)?  

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 How informed are you about fish consumption 
advisories in South Dakota? (scale)  Number Percent 
Not at all Informed  (0)    797 26.8% 
Slightly Informed  (1)    867 29.1% 
Moderately Informed  (2)    906 30.4% 
Very Informed  (3)    296   9.9% 
No Opinion  (missing)    113   3.8% 
Total 2,979 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.24 1.21 – 1.28 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  1.15 1.09 – 1.20 
Combination  1.34 1.28 – 1.40 
Senior 1.30 1.21 – 1.40 
Jr. Combination 1.33 1.13 – 1.53 
ANOVA: F=8.77; df=3 / 2,847; p<0.001 
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 Table 65. How do you feel about the State’s effort to keep South Dakota anglers 
informed about fish consumption advisories (including a comparison by license type)?  

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 State’s effort to keep South Dakota anglers 
informed about fish consumption advisories? Number Percent 
Not Enough Effort    724 24.4% 
Just About Right 1,569 52.8% 
Too Much Effort      20   0.7% 
No Opinion    659 22.2% 
Total 2,972 100% 
 

License Types  
Effort Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 
Not Enough Effort 27.6% 22.5% 17.6% 26.1% 
Just About Right 47.6% 56.9% 57.7% 60.2% 
Too Much Effort   0.7%   0.7%   0.5%   0.0% 
No Opinion 24.0% 19.9% 24.2% 13.6% 
Total Number 1,340 1,136 392 88 
Chi-Square:  X2=37.16; df=9; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 66. In general, how worried are you about eating fish caught in South Dakota 
(including a comparison by license type)?  

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 How worried are you about eating fish caught 
in South Dakota?  (scale) Number Percent 
I don’t eat fish caught in South Dakota  (0)      50   1.7% 
Not Worried  (0) 2,163 72.7% 
Slightly Worried  (1)    462 15.5% 
Moderately Worried  (2)    149   5.0% 
Very Worried  (3)      35   1.2% 
No Opinion  (missing)    118   4.0% 
Total 2,977 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 0.30 0.28 – 0.33 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.34 0.30 – 0.37 
Combination  0.29 0.25 – 0.33 
Senior 0.26 0.20 – 0.32 
Jr. Combination 0.15 0.05 – 0.24 
ANOVA: F=3.87; df=3 / 2,839; p=0.009 
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Table 67. Intended behavior in relation to fish consumption advisories – If a 
waterbody that you normally fish was identified as warranting a fish consumption 
advisory how do you think you would respond? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Intended behavior in relation to fish 
consumption advisories:  Number Percent 
I would continue to fish there and continue to 
eat all the fish that I would normally eat, i.e., I 
would pay no attention to the advisory. 

 
     89 

 
  3.0% 

I would continue to fish there but would only 
eat the type and amount of fish recommended 
by the fish consumption advisory.  

 
1,017 

 
34.3% 

I would continue to fish there but would not 
eat any of the fish from there. 

 
   558 

 
18.8% 

I would stop fishing in that particular 
waterbody, i.e., I would not fish in waters with 
fish consumption advisories. 

 
   805 

 
27.1% 

Not sure – I don’t know how I would react.    500 16.8% 
Total 2,969 100% 
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Section XIII.  Opinions related to Nonresidents Fishing in South Dakota 
 
Table 68. Importance of nonresident anglers to South Dakota’s economy (including 
a comparison by license type) – How important do you feel that nonresident anglers are 
to the South Dakota state-economy? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Importance of nonresident anglers to State’s 
economy (scale) Number Percent 
Not Important  (0)    275   9.3% 
Slightly Important (1)    604 20.3% 
Moderately Important (2) 1,053 35.4% 
Very Important  (3)    845 28.4% 
No Opinion  (missing)    194   6.5% 
Total 2,971 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.89 1.85 – 1.92 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  1.90 1.85 – 1.96 
Combination  1.90 1.84 – 1.96 
Senior 1.85 1.75 – 1.95 
Jr. Combination 1.66 1.43 – 1.89 
ANOVA: F=1.98; df=3 / 2,758; p=0.115 
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Table 69. Importance economically of nonresident anglers to respondent 
(personally) (including a comparison by license type) – How important economically are 
nonresident anglers to you personally? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Importance economically of nonresident 
anglers to respondent (scale) Number Percent 
Not Important  (0) 1,888 63.5% 
Slightly Important (1)    384 12.9% 
Moderately Important (2)    339 11.4% 
Very Important  (3)    160   5.4% 
No Opinion  (missing)    203   6.8% 
Total 2,974 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 0.56 0.52 – 0.59 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.60 0.54 – 0.65 
Combination  0.54 0.49 – 0.60 
Senior 0.46 0.37 – 0.54 
Jr. Combination 0.54 0.36 – 0.72 
ANOVA: F=2.29; df=3 / 2,752; p=0.077 
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Table 70. Social importance of nonresident anglers to resident South Dakota anglers 
(including a comparison by license type) – How important is it that resident anglers can 
fish with nonresident friends and relatives in South Dakota? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Social importance of nonresident anglers to 
resident South Dakota anglers (scale) Number Percent 
Not Important  (0)    416 14.0% 
Slightly Important (1)    434 14.6% 
Moderately Important (2)    833 28.0% 
Very Important  (3) 1,071 36.0% 
No Opinion  (missing)    220   7.4% 
Total 2,974 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.93 1.89 – 1.97 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  1.96 1.90 – 2.02 
Combination  1.92 1.84 – 1.97 
Senior 1.89 1.78 – 2.00 
Jr. Combination 1.98 1.75 – 2.20 
ANOVA: F=0.71; df=3 / 2,734; p=0.544 
 
 
 
Table 71. Summary of South Dakota resident anglers’ attitudes towards nonresident 
anglers. 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Attitudes towards Nonresident Anglers – 2003 Mean 95% C.I. 
Importance of nonresident anglers to State’s economy  1.89 1.85 – 1.92 
Importance economically of nonresident anglers to 
respondent  

 
0.56 

 
0.52 – 0.59 

Social importance of nonresident anglers to resident 
South Dakota anglers 

 
1.93 

 
1.89 – 1.97 
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Table 72. Attitude about over-harvested fish species in South Dakota evaluated by 
resident annual anglers (2003) – How strongly do you agree or disagree that the 
following fish species are being over-harvested in South Dakota? 

Fish Species Belief that fish are 
over-harvested (scale) Walleye Yellow Perch Northern Pike 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   4.6%   5.8% 12.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   7.9% 10.2% 15.6% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 35.6% 57.1% 61.1% 
Slightly Agree  (1) 30.9% 17.7%   8.5% 
Strongly Agree  (2) 21.0%   9.3%   2.7% 
Number 2,974 2,974 2,974 
Mean 0.56 0.14 -0.26 
95% C.I. 0.52 – 0.60 0.11 – 0.18 -0.29 – -0.23 

 
License Type Mean (95% C.I.) Mean (95% C.I.) Mean (95% C.I.) 
 
Annual  

0.51 
(0.45 – 0.56) 

0.11 
(0.07 – 0.16) 

-0.19 
(-0.24 – -0.15) 

 
Combination  

0.65 
(0.58 – 0.71) 

0.19 
(0.14 – 0.25) 

-0.36 
(-0.41 – -0.31) 

 
Senior 

0.50 
(0.39 – 0.60) 

0.13 
(0.04 – 0.22) 

-0.19 
(-0.27 – -0.11) 

 
Jr. Combination 

0.52 
(0.30 – 0.74) 

0.09 
(-0.11 – 0.29) 

-0.36 
(-0.56 – -0.15) 

p-value p=0.005 p=0.186 p<0.001 
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Table 73. Attitudes related to spring closure for fishing – Minnesota has a spring 
closure for walleye and northern pike from late February through about mid-May and 
Iowa has a spring closure for walleye from mid-February through early May on three 
major lakes.  Some South Dakota residents feel that the main reason that Minnesota and 
Iowa anglers come to South Dakota to fish walleye is because the season is closed in 
their home state.  How important a reason (fishing season closed in their home state) do 
you think this is for why Minnesota and Iowa anglers come to South Dakota to fish for 
walleye? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Importance of Reason (scale) Number Percent 
Not Important  (0)    158   5.3% 
Slightly Important (1)    263   8.9% 
Moderately Important (2)    712 24.0% 
Very Important  (3) 1,322 44.6% 
No Opinion  (missing)    512 17.3% 
Total 2,967 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 2.30 2.27 – 2.34 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  2.30 2.25 – 2.35 
Combination  2.33 2.27 – 2.39 
Senior 2.29 2.18 – 2.40 
Jr. Combination 2.07 1.85 – 2.28 
ANOVA: F=2.10; df=3 / 2,436; p=0.098 
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Table 74. Attitudes related to spring closure for fishing – Some anglers have 
proposed having a spring fishing closure simply to reduce the number of anglers (both 
resident and nonresident) from taking too many of the fish in the spring with the hope 
that more fish can be caught later in the year.  How important is this reason to you for 
having a spring fishing closure? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Importance of Reason (scale) Number Percent 
Not Important  (0)    552 18.6% 
Slightly Important (1)    475 16.0% 
Moderately Important (2)    760 25.6% 
Very Important  (3)    681 22.9% 
No Opinion  (missing)    501 16.9% 
Total 2,969 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.64 1.59 – 1.68 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  1.69 1.62 – 1.75 
Combination  1.57 1.50 – 1.64 
Senior 1.74 1.61 – 1.86 
Jr. Combination 1.35 1.11 – 1.58 
ANOVA: F=4.44; df=3 / 2,448; p=0.004 
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Table 75. Attitudes related to spring closure for fishing – South Dakota Game, 
Fish and Parks’ fishery biologists and managers do not recommend any additional 
restrictions for spring fishing for any fish species for biological reasons.  However, one 
possible reason for having additional restrictions on spring fishing would be for social 
reasons, namely if a majority of anglers desire these types of regulations or the fact that 
other states have such regulations.  In general, how strongly do you oppose or favor 
having some type of additional restrictions on spring fishing for some fish species for 
social reasons? 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Attitude (score) – Spring 
closure for social reasons Number Percent 
Strongly Oppose  (-3)    419 14.1% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)    213   7.2% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)    236   8.0% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 1,222 41.3% 
Slightly Favor  (1)    376 12.7% 
Moderately Favor  (2)    255   8.6% 
Strongly Favor  (3)    241   8.1% 
Number 2,962 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.10 -0.16 – -0.04 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
OPPOSE    868 29.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 1,222 41.3% 
SUPPORT    872 29.4% 

 

License Type Mean Rating 95% C.I. 
Annual  -0.10 -0.18 – -0.01 
Combination -0.18 -0.28 – -0.08 
Senior  0.20  0.03 – 0.36 
Jr. Combination -0.49 -0.86 – -0.13 
ANOVA: F=6.57;  df=3/2,942;  p<0.001 
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Section XIV.  Opinions about Smallmouth Bass / Walleye Management 
 
 
Table 76. South Dakota resident anglers’ preferred general management direction 
for smallmouth bass and walleye. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Preferred Smallmouth Bass Management 
Direction Number Percent 
Regulations designed to produce “large” 
smallmouth bass fishing opportunities by the 
use of strict size limits and/or bag limits. 

 
   784 

 
26.5% 

Regulations designed to allow maximum 
harvest of smallmouth bass by allowing anglers 
to harvest smallmouth bass of all sizes (above a 
minimum length) 

 
 

   488 

 
 

16.5% 

No Opinion 1,682 56.9% 
Total 2,954 100% 

 
Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  

Preferred Walleye Management Direction Number Percent 
Regulations designed to produce “large” 
walleye fishing opportunities by the use of 
strict size limits and/or bag limits. 

 
1,321 

 
44.7% 

Regulations designed to allow maximum 
harvest of walleye allowing anglers to harvest 
walleye of all sizes (above a minimum length) 

 
   934 

 
31.6% 

No Opinion    699 23.7% 
Total 2,954 100% 
 
 
 
Table 77. Preferred management direction for smallmouth bass comparing anglers 
picking smallmouth bass as their most preferred fish with other anglers. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Prefer Smallmouth Bass Prefer Other Fish Species 

 
Preferred Smallmouth Bass 
Management Direction Number Percent Number Percent 
Manage for “large” fish   91 48.7%    693 25.0% 
Manage for maximum numbers   43 23.0%    445 16.1% 
No Opinion   53 28.3% 1,629 58.9% 
Total 187 100% 2,767 100% 
Chi-square: X2=70.55; df=2, p<0.001 
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Table 78. Preferred management direction for walleye comparing anglers picking 
walleye as their most preferred fish with other anglers. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Prefer Walleye Prefer Other Fish Species 

 
Preferred Walleye Management 
Direction Number Percent Number Percent 
Manage for “large” fish    743 51.1%    578 38.5% 
Manage for maximum numbers    497 34.2%    437 29.1% 
No Opinion    214 14.7%    485 32.3% 
Total 1,454 100% 1,500 100% 
Chi-square: X2=128.85; df=2, p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Section XV.  Importance of Fishing 
 
 
Table 79. Importance of Fishing – How important is fishing to you in relation to all 
your other types of recreation? (including a comparison by license type)?  

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Importance of Fishing (scale)  Number Percent 
My MOST important recreational activity  (4)     429 14.7% 
Very important, but not the most important (3)    873 29.9% 
Moderately important  (2)    949 32.5% 
Slightly important  (1)    448 15.4% 
Not important  (0)    160   5.5% 
No opinion  (missing)      57   2.0% 
Total 2,916 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 2.34 2.30 – 2.38 
 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  2.37 2.31 – 2.43 
Combination  2.26 2.20 – 2.32 
Senior 2.44 2.33 – 2.56 
Jr. Combination 2.30 2.07 – 2.53 
ANOVA: F=3.70; df=3 / 2,838; p=0.011 
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Section XVI.  Motivations for Fishing 
 
 
Tables 80-A – 80-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for many 

different reasons.  Please rate the importance of each reason for 
why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 80-A. Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Resident Annual Anglers - 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important    280   9.4% 
1    191   6.4% 
2    276   9.3% 
3    386 13.0% 
4    562 18.9% 
5    576 19.3% 
6    296   9.9% 
7 Very Important    410 13.8% 
Total 2,977 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.92 3.85 – 4.00 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  3.89 3.77 – 4.01 
Combination  3.90 3.78 – 4.01 
Senior 4.18 3.97 – 4.38 
Jr. Combination 3.55 3.12 – 3.98 
ANOVA: F=2.99; df=3 / 2,956; p=0.030 
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Table 80-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important        8   0.3% 
1      11   0.4% 
2      27   0.9% 
3      54   1.8% 
4    234   7.9% 
5    483 16.2% 
6    762 25.6% 
7 Very Important 1,401 47.0% 
Total 2,980 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 6.03 5.98 – 6.07 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  6.08 6.01 – 6.14 
Combination  6.08 6.01 – 6.14 
Senior 5.79 5.65 – 5.93 
Jr. Combination 5.64 5.35 – 5.93 
ANOVA: F=9.90; df=3 / 2,959; p<0.001 
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Table 80-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important      19   0.6% 
1      17   0.6% 
2      33   1.1% 
3      96   3.2% 
4    313 10.5% 
5    614 20.6% 
6    777 26.1% 
7 Very Important 1,110 37.3% 
Total 2,979 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.75 5.70 – 5.80 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  5.79 5.72 – 5.86 
Combination  5.72 5.65 – 5.80 
Senior 5.67 5.53 – 5.81 
Jr. Combination 5.80 5.55 – 6.04 
ANOVA: F=1.07; df=3 / 2,958; p=0.360 
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Table 80-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important      42   1.4% 
1      27   0.9% 
2      38   1.3% 
3    116   3.9% 
4    239   8.0% 
5    544 18.3% 
6    741 24.9% 
7 Very Important 1,231 41.3% 
Total 2,978 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.77 5.72 – 5.83 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  5.86 5.79 – 5.94 
Combination  5.74 5.66 – 5.82 
Senior 5.63 5.46 – 5.79 
Jr. Combination 5.39 5.06 – 5.73 
ANOVA: F=5.20; df=3 / 2,957; p=0.001 
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Table 80-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important    790 26.7% 
1    477 16.1% 
2    399 13.5% 
3    373 12.6% 
4    418 14.1% 
5    219   7.4% 
6    141   4.8% 
7 Very Important    147   5.0% 
Total 2,964 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.37 2.30 – 2.45 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  2.26 2.14 – 2.37 
Combination  2.63 2.51 – 2.76 
Senior 1.78 1.58 – 1.98 
Jr. Combination 3.22 2.82 – 3.63 
ANOVA: F=22.64; df=3 / 2,943; p<0.001 
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Table 80-F. Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important      22   0.7% 
1     11   0.4% 
2      23   0.8% 
3      58   2.0% 
4    180   6.1% 
5    452 15.2% 
6    765 25.7% 
7 Very Important 1,462 49.2% 
Total 2,973 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 6.07 6.02 – 6.11 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  6.19 6.13 – 6.25 
Combination  6.06 5.99 – 6.13 
Senior 5.76 5.61 – 5.91 
Jr. Combination 5.47 5.17 – 5.78 
ANOVA: F=19.56; df=3 / 2,952; p<0.001 
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Table 80-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important    398 13.4% 
1    319 10.7% 
2    328 11.0% 
3    401 13.5% 
4    625 21.1% 
5    481 16.2% 
6    241   8.1% 
7 Very Important    176   5.9% 
Total 2,969 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.29 3.21 – 3.36 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  3.17 3.06 – 3.28 
Combination  3.54 3.43 – 3.65 
Senior 2.81 2.60 – 3.03 
Jr. Combination 3.81 3.42 – 4.20 
ANOVA: F=16.43; df=3 / 2,948; p<0.001 
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Table 80-H. Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 1,712 57.9% 
1    539 18.2% 
2    247   8.3% 
3    156   5.3% 
4    155   5.2% 
5     81   2.7% 
6     37   1.3% 
7 Very Important     32   1.1% 
Total 2,959 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.00 0.95 – 1.06 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.94 0.86 – 1.02 
Combination  1.19 1.09 – 1.29 
Senior 0.58 0.46 – 0.70 
Jr. Combination 1.31 0.96 – 1.67 
ANOVA: F=16.93; df=3 / 2,938; p<0.001 
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Table 81. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by South Dakota resident annual anglers – 2003. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 6.07 6.02 – 6.11 2,973 
2 Nature 6.03 5.98 – 6.07 2,980 
3 Social 5.77 5.72 – 5.83 2,978 
4 Excitement 5.75 5.70 – 5.80 2,979 
5 Food 3.92 3.85 – 4.00 2,977 
6 Accomplishment 3.29 3.21 – 3.36 2.969 
7 Trophy 2.37 2.30 – 2.45 2,964 
8 Competition 1.00 0.95 – 1.06 2,959 

 
Rank and Means by License Type 

Annual  Combination 
Rank Reason Mean  Rank Reason Mean 

1 Relaxation 6.19  2 Relaxation 6.06 
2 Nature 6.08  1 Nature 6.08 
3 Social 5.86  3 Social 5.74 
4 Excitement 5.79  4 Excitement 5.72 
5 Food 3.89  5 Food 3.90 
6 Accomplishment 3.17  6 Accomplishment 3.54 
7 Trophy 2.26  7 Trophy 2.63 
8 Competition 0.94  8 Competition 1.19 

 
Senior  Junior Combination 

Rank Reason Mean  Rank Reason Mean 
2 Relaxation 5.76  3 Relaxation 5.47 
1 Nature 5.79  2 Nature 5.64 
4 Social 5.63  4 Social 5.39 
3 Excitement 5.67  1 Excitement 5.80 
5 Food 4.18  6 Food 3.55 
6 Accomplishment 2.81  5 Accomplishment 3.81 
7 Trophy 1.78  7 Trophy 3.22 
8 Competition 0.58  8 Competition 1.31 
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Table 82. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by South Dakota resident 
annual anglers (2003) − Overall, which statement best describes the most important 
reason for why you like fishing. 

Resident Annual Anglers   
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
   828 

 
28.0% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
   734 

 
24.8% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation)    615 20.8% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
   486 

 
16.4% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)    228   7.7% 
To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

  
     32 

 
  1.1% 

To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
     24 

 
  0.8% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)      11   0.4% 
Total 2,958 100% 

 
Top Reason by License Type 

License Type  
TOP REASON 

Annual Combination Senior Jr. Combination 
Social 28.0% 29.5% 25.6% 22.5% 
Nature 23.7% 26.0% 25.6% 24.7% 
Relaxation 23.8% 19.2% 14.5% 19.1% 
Excitement 15.3% 16.5% 18.6% 22.5% 
Food   7.1%   6.6% 13.4%   5.6% 
Trophy   1.0%   1.1%   0.8%   4.5% 
Accomplishment   0.8%   0.7%   1.0%   1.1% 
Competition   0.3%   0.4%   0.5%   0.0% 
Total 1,336 1,129 387 89 
Chi-square: X2=53.58; df=21; p<0.001 
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Table 83. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota for each of the types of South Dakota 
resident annual (2003). 

Types of Resident Annual Anglers– 2003 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Trophy Accomplishment Competition 
Social 6.52 5.61 5.42 5.55 5.12 5.41 5.33 6.09 
Nature 5.96 6.59 5.87 5.80 5.42 5.16 6.04 6.27 
Relaxation 6.06 6.15 6.55 5.77 5.25 5.28 5.91 6.36 
Excitement 5.55 5.72 5.53 6.45 5.65 5.63 6.04 6.00 
Food 3.68 3.71 3.53 4.10 6.11 3.72 3.45 3.36 
Trophy 2.29 2.10 2.12 3.08 2.24 5.06 4.13 2.64 
Accomplishment 3.07 3.35 3.21 3.71 2.78 4.16 5.26 5.18 
Competition 0.98 0.84 0.96 1.28 0.79 1.78 2.61 4.82 
%  Sample 28.0% 24.8% 20.8% 16.4% 7.7% 1.1% 0.8% 0.4% 
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Section XVII.  Importance of Catching Fish 
 
 
 
Tables 84-A. Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip can be 
satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    165   5.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    384 12.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    339 11.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 1,093 36.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 1,003 33.6% 
Total 2,984 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.80 0.76 – 0.84 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.84 0.78 – 0.91 
Combination  0.76 0.69 – 0.83 
Senior 0.83 0.72 – 0.95 
Jr. Combination 0.48 0.23 – 0.74 
ANOVA: F=3.25; df=3 / 2,964; p=0.021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 2 

 191  
 

 
 
Tables 84-B. Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger the fish I 
catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    403 13.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    520 17.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    761 25.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)    945 31.7% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)    349 11.7% 
Total 2,978 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.11 0.06 – 0.15 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.12 0.06 – 0.19 
Combination  0.04 -0.03 – 0.11 
Senior 0.11 -0.01 – 0.23 
Jr. Combination 0.62 0.38 – 0.85 
ANOVA: F=6.36; df=3 / 2,958; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Tables 84-C. Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a limit of 
fish to take home is important to me. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    670 22.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    634 21.3% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    797 26.7% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)    648 21.7% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)    234   7.8% 
Total 2,983 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.29 -0.33 – -0.24 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  -0.36 -0.43 – -0.29 
Combination  -0.29 -0.36 – -0.22 
Senior -0.09 -0.22 – 0.04 
Jr. Combination -0.11 -0.35 – 0.12 
ANOVA: F=5.37; df=3 / 2,963; p=0.001 
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Tables 84-D. Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish is an 
important component of fishing. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)    149   5.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)    265   8.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)    522 17.5% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 1,261 42.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)    787 26.4% 
Total 2,984 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.76 0.72 – 0.80 

 
License Type Mean 95% C.I. 
Annual  0.73 0.67 – 0.79 
Combination  0.80 0.73 – 0.86 
Senior 0.81 0.70 – 0.92 
Jr. Combination 0.61 0.37 – 0.85 
ANOVA: F=1.55; df=3 / 2,964; p=0.199 
 
 
 
 
Table 85. Summary of attitudes related to importance of catching fish evaluated by 
South Dakota resident annual anglers (2003). 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Attitudes related to importance of catching fish Mean 95% C.I. 
A fishing trip can be satisfying to me even if I don’t 
catch any fish. 

 
 0.80 

 
0.76 – 0.84 

The bigger the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip.  0.11 0.06 – 0.15 
Catching a limit of fish to take home is important to me. -0.29 -0.33 – -0.24 
Catching fish is an important component of fishing.  0.76 0.72 – 0.80 
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Section XVIII.  Factors Important for Selecting a “Good Fishing Spot” 
 
Table 86. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by South 
Dakota resident annual anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean 
importance values). 

Mean Importance1,2 Resident Annual Anglers (2003) –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 2.97 2.94 – 3.00 
b) presence of favorite fish 2.53 2.49 – 2.56 
c) presence of good eating fish 2.49 2.45 – 2.53 
d) easy fishing access 2.48 2.45 – 2.52 
e) species of fish found there 2.44 2.40 – 2.47 
f) few anglers, no crowding 2.44 2.41 – 2.47 
g) past success in the area 2.29 2.25 – 2.32 
h) natural beauty of the area 2.25 2.21 – 2.29 
i) solitude of the area 2.24 2.20 – 2.27 
j) familiarity with the area   2.23 2.19 – 2.26 
k) family likes the area 2.23 2.19 – 2.27 
l) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.18 2.14 – 2.22 
m) close to home 2.11 2.07 – 2.15 
n) good shore fishing opportunities 2.09 2.05 – 2.14 
o) ability to catch lots of fish 2.03 1.99 – 2.06 
p) presence of large fish 2.02 1.99 – 2.06 
q) easy boat access 2.00 1.95 – 2.04 
r) nearby parking spots 2.00 1.96 – 2.04 
s) area is stocked with fish 1.97 1.93 – 2.01 
t) good boat fishing opportunities 1.86 1.82 – 1.91 
u) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.83 1.79 – 1.87 
v) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.79 1.75 – 1.83 
w) available accommodations 1.44 1.40 – 1.49 
x) bait and tackle shops nearby 1.41 1.37 – 1.45 
y) because friends fish there 1.35 1.31 – 1.39 
z) because of the regulations there 1.19 1.15 – 1.23 
aa) marina facilities 1.12 1.08 – 1.16 
bb) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Awards 
 

0.87 
 

0.83 – 0.91 
cc) nearness of restaurants 0.64 0.60 – 0.67 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Resident Annual Anglers (N ranged between 2,925 and 2,965) 
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Table 87. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by South 
Dakota resident annual anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean 
importance values). 

 
Importance Categories1 

Resident Annual Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing 
spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality (2,963)   1.6%   4.0% 19.1% 46.3% 28.9% 
b) presence of favorite fish (2,961)   5.7%   7.7% 28.9% 43.6% 14.0% 
c) presence of good eating fish (2,964)   6.7%   8.9% 28.0% 41.4% 15.0% 
d) easy fishing access (2,953)   4.7%   9.5% 30.7% 42.5% 12.5% 
e) species of fish found there (2,954)   5.3%   8.8% 34.1% 40.6% 11.2% 
f) few anglers, no crowding (2,962)   2.7%   9.2% 38.1% 41.2%   8.7% 
g) past success in the area (2,963)   7.0%   9.8% 37.6% 38.5%   7.1% 
h) natural beauty of the area (2,947)   6.9% 11.9% 38.1% 35.4%   7.7% 
i) solitude of the area (2,935)   6.4% 14.3% 37.1% 33.6%   8.6% 
j) familiarity with the area  (2,957)   7.4% 13.1% 37.2% 34.4%   8.0% 
k) family likes the area (2.952) 10.2% 13.6% 30.1% 35.7% 10.5% 
l) number of fish of “keepable” size 

(2,963) 
 

  8.9% 
 

13.3% 
 

36.0% 
 

34.1% 
 

  7.6% 
m) close to home (2,960)   8.9% 15.7% 39.8% 26.9%   8.8% 
n) good shore fishing opportunities 

(2,954) 
 

18.4% 
 

13.4% 
 

23.4% 
 

30.0% 
 

14.8% 
o) ability to catch lots of fish (2,955)   8.0% 19.7% 40.7% 25.1%   6.6% 
p) presence of large fish (2,953)   7.4% 17.2% 46.3% 23.7%   5.4% 
q) easy boat access (2,958) 22.0% 12.6% 22.5% 29.7% 13.2% 
r) nearby parking spots (2,963) 12.1% 18.8% 33.5% 27.9%   7.6% 
s) area is stocked with fish (2,947) 15.0% 15.9% 34.4% 26.1%   8.5% 
t) good boat fishing opportunities 

(2,965) 
 

23.0% 
 

13.2% 
 

26.7% 
 

28.5% 
 

  8.6% 
u) chance to catch a variety of fish 

(2,954) 
 

15.6% 
 

18.8% 
 

36.8% 
 

24.0% 
 

  4.8% 
v) chance to catch “wild” fish (2,925) 19.4% 17.0% 34.5% 23.6%   5.5% 
w) available accommodations (2,955) 28.2% 24.4% 26.7% 16.4%   4.4% 
x) bait and tackle shops nearby (2,956) 30.1% 22.5% 27.7% 15.7%   4.0% 
y) because friends fish there (2,960) 28.6% 26.7% 28.6% 13.6%   2.4% 
z) because of the regulations there 

(2,948) 
 

34.5% 
 

25.6% 
 

28.4% 
 

  9.2% 
 

  2.3% 
aa) marina facilities (2,956) 41.1% 22.3% 23.2% 10.5%   3.0% 
bb) chance to catch fish which qualify 

for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
(2,963) 

 
51.4% 

 
22.0% 

 
17.2% 

 
  6.9% 

 
  2.6% 

cc) nearness of restaurants (2,951) 58.8% 24.2% 12.2%   4.0%   0.7% 
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Table 88. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by South 
Dakota resident annual anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean 
importance values) analyzed by license type.1 

Resident Annual – License Type Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Annual Comb. Senior Junior 

 
p-value 

a) few anglers, no crowding 2.46 2.47 2.30 2.40 0.005 
b) natural beauty of the area 2.31 2.21 2.25 1.90 <0.001 
c) easy fishing access 2.55 2.36 2.71 2.10 <0.001 
d) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.73 1.95 1.47 2.22 <0.001 
e) good shore fishing opportunities 2.22 1.95 2.09 2.21 <0.001 
f) presence of good eating fish 2.47 2.49 2.65 2.22 0.002 
g) presence of large fish 2.05 2.03 1.90 2.05 0.065 
h) ability to catch lots of fish 2.12 2.01 1.70 2.32 <0.001 
i) easy boat access 1.90 2.07 2.16 1.71 <0.001 
j) good water quality 3.00 2.94 3.02 2.58 <0.001 
k) close to home 2.09 2.10 2.26 1.79 0.001 
l) family likes the area 2.31 2.17 2.18 1.81 <0.001 
m) area is stocked with fish 2.12 1.77 2.06 1.89 <0.001 
n) species of fish found there 2.42 2.46 2.43 2.43 0.809 
o) familiarity with the area   2.20 2.20 2.43 2.13 0.001 
p) nearby parking spots 2.01 1.89 2.41 1.37 <0.001 
q) because friends fish there 1.35 1.33 1.36 1.34 0.930 
r) available accommodations 1.47 1.38 1.60 1.15 0.001 
s) because of the regulations there 1.18 1.15 1.32 1.30 0.050 
t) past success in the area 2.31 2.26 2.25 2.48 0.136 
u) solitude of the area 2.25 2.28 2.12 2.05 0.012 
v) number of fish of “keepable” 

size 
 

2.18 
 

2.17 
 

2.24 
 

2.21 
 

0.708 
w) nearness of restaurants 0.63 0.64 0.67 0.52 0.491 
x) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.86 1.85 1.63 2.13 <0.001 
y) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Awards 

 
0.82 

 
0.98 

 
0.64 

 
1.22 

 
<0.001 

z) presence of favorite fish 2.50 2.58 2.49 2.47 0.163 
aa) marina facilities 1.04 1.14 1.35 0.93 <0.001 
bb) bait and tackle shops nearby 1.44 1.36 1.43 1.48 0.320 
cc) good boat fishing opportunities 1.77 1.93 1.99 1.79 0.002 
1Shadded variables = significant differences among the license types.  
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Section XIV.  Demographic Analyses for the Resident Annual Licenses 
 
 
Table 89. Gender of South Dakota 2003 resident annual anglers. 

Resident Annual – License Types  
Gender Annual Combination Senior Junior Total 
Male 63.7% 95.4% 81.0% 96.1% 79.3% 
Female 36.3%   4.6% 19.0%   3.9% 20.7% 
Total Number 1,371 1,192 432 102 3,118 
Chi-square: X2=409.59; df=3; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 90. Age distribution of South Dakota 2003 resident annual anglers. 

Resident Annual – License Types AGE  
CATEGORY Annual Combination Senior Junior Total 
11 – 15 --   0.1% --   1.1%   0.1% 
16 – 17   1.6%   0.3% -- 58.1%   2.6% 
18 – 19   1.9%   1.3% -- 39.8%   2.5% 
20 – 24   8.3%   6.1% --   1.1%   6.0% 
25 – 29   8.1%   6.3% -- --   6.0% 
30 – 34   9.9%   9.8% -- --   8.2% 
35 – 39 13.8%   9.4% -- --   8.2% 
40 – 44 13.4% 16.3% -- -- 12.4% 
45 – 49 12.6% 13.5%   0.2% -- 11.2% 
50 – 54 10.6% 14.9%   0.2% -- 11.4% 
55 – 59   8.2% 11.0% -- --   9.0% 
60 – 64   1.2%   7.2%   1.6% --   6.6% 
65 – 69   0.1%   2.6% 37.3% --   6.8% 
70 – 74   0.1%   0.8% 28.9% --   4.4% 
75 – 79 --   0.4% 19.1% --   2.8% 
80 – 84 -- -- 10.5% --   1.5% 
85 – 89   0.1% --   1.9% --   0.3% 
90 - 94 --   0.1%   0.2% --   0.1% 
Total Number 1,367 1,187 429 93 3,104 
Median Age 43.0 45.0 71.0 17.0 46.0  
Mean Age 42.3 44.3 72.1 17.4 46.5 
95% C.I. 41.6 – 43.0 43.6 – 45.0 71.6 – 72.7 17.2 – 17.6 45.9 – 47.1 
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Table 91. Resident annual anglers’ home county (2003). 
Resident Annual Anglers  

COUNTY NUMBER PERCENT 
1. Minnehaha 526 17.6% 
2. Pennington 298   9.9% 
3. Brown 151   5.0% 
4. Beadle 89   3.0% 
5. Codington 134   4.5% 
6. Brookings 89   3.0% 
7. Yankton 81   2.7% 
8. Davison 77   2.6% 
9. Lawrence 82   2.7% 
10. Aurora 16   0.5% 
11. Bennett 5   0.2% 
12. Bon Homme 42   1.4% 
13. Brule 31   1.0% 
14. Buffalo 2   0.1% 
15. Butte 37   1.2% 
16. Campbell 3   0.1% 
17. Charles Mix 40   1.3% 
18. Clark 19   0.6% 
19. Clay 33   1.1% 
20. Croson 6   0.2% 
21. Custer 41   1.4% 
22. Day 46   1.5% 
23. Deuel 26   0.9% 
24. Dewey 6   0.2% 
25. Douglas 12   0.4% 
26. Edmunds 28   0.9% 
27. Fall River 19   0.6% 
28. Faulk 11   0.4% 
29. Grant 51   1.7% 
30. Gregory 34   1.1% 
31. Haakon 4   0.1% 
32. Hamlin 46   1.5% 
33. Hand 18   0.6% 
34. Hanson 12   0.4% 
35. Harding 0   0.0% 
36. Hughes 101   3.4% 
37. Hutchinson 34   1.1% 
38. Hyde 5   0.2% 
39. Jackson 9   0.3% 
40. Jerauld 16   0.5% 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 91. Continued… Resident annual anglers’ home county (2003). 
Resident Annual Anglers  

COUNTY NUMBER PERCENT 
41. Jones 10   0.3% 
42. Kingsbury 33   1.1% 
43. Lake 43   1.4% 
44. Lincoln 98   3.3% 
45. Lyman 12   0.4% 
46. McCook 28   0.9% 
47. McPherson 14   0.5% 
48. Marshall 27   0.9% 
49. Meade 81   2.7% 
50. Mellette 3   0.1% 
51. Miner 7   0.2% 
52. Moody 19   0.6% 
53. Perkins 18   0.6% 
54. Potter 22   0.7% 
55. Roberts 47   1.6% 
56. Sanborn 9   0.3% 
57. Spink 34   1.1% 
58. Stanley 20   0.7% 
59. Sully 7   0.2% 
60. Tripp 29   1.0% 
61. Turner 63   2.1% 
62. Union 55   1.8% 
63. Walworth 30   1.0% 
64. Ziebach 2   0.1% 
65. Shannon 1 <0.1% 
67. Todd 5   0.2% 
   
TOTAL 2,997 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Optional comments provided by resident annual anglers are in Appendix D. 
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Table 92. Response rate for the fishing in South Dakota 2003 Oahe Licenses Report. 

Oahe Licensees  
Parameters Resident 

Annual 
Nonresident 

Annual 
Nonresident 

Family 
Initial Sample Size 800 595 75 
Undeliverable Questionnaires   49   25   3 
Undeliverable Rate   6.1%   4.2%   4.0% 
Final Sample Size 751 570 72 
Total Number Returned 516 419 57 
Total Return Rate 68.7% 73.5% 79.2% 
Number Returned Blank   11     7   0 
Percent Returned Blank   2.1% 1.7% 0.0% 
Total Number of Usable Questionnaires 
Returned 

 
505 

 
412 

 
57 

Return Rate for Usable Questionnaires  67.2% 72.3% 79.2% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 3 / Lake Oahe Licenses Survey 
(Tables 92 – 145) 
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Section I.  Resident Lake Oahe Annual License 
 
Table 93. Number of days fished in Lake Oahe during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by South Dakota residents with a Resident Lake 
Oahe Fishing License. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Days Fished in Lake Oahe Number Percent 
0   21   4.2% 
1   49   9.8% 
2   78 15.6% 
3   55 11.0% 
4   24   4.8% 
5   32   6.4% 
6   15   5.0% 
7   13   2.6% 
8     8   1.6% 
9     0   0.0% 
10   39   7.8% 
11 – 20   70 14.0% 
21 – 30   47   9.4% 
31 – 40   17   3.4% 
41 – 50   11   2.2% 
51 – 100     8   1.6% 
101 or more     2   0.4% 
Total 499 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I.     12.19 10.28 – 14.10 
Median       5.0  
   

Mean / 95% C.I. à 
excluding those that did 
not fish in 2003 

 
12.73 

 
10.75 – 14.71 

 
 
 
Table 94. Type of fishing in Lake Oahe by South Dakota residents with a Resident 
Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 Type of Fishing in 
Lake Oahe (percent 
of activity) 

 
Mean 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent No 
Fishing1 

Percent 100% 
Fishing2 

from shore 21.0% 17.6 – 24.3 66.3% 14.5% 
from a boat 71.5% 67.8 – 75.2 19.7% 58.0% 
through ice   7.6%   5.6 – 9.7 83.6%   4.1% 
1Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
2Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 95. Did you purchase any other South Dakota fishing license for 2003 (i.e., a 
fishing license in addition to the Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License)? 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 Purchase additional S.D. 
fishing licenses? Number Percent 
NO 434 92.7% 
YES   34   7.3% 
Total 468 100% 
   

If yes, how many days did you fish in areas not including Lake Oahe? 
Days Fished Number Percent 
0   7 21.2% 
1   7 21.2% 
2   5 15.2% 
3   3   9.1% 
4   1   3.0% 
5   2   6.1% 
6 – 10   3   9.1% 
11 or more   5 15.2% 
Total 33 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I.     6.6 2.82 – 10.39 
Median     2.0  
 
 
 
 
Table 96. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by South Dakota 
residents with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 20031 

Caught Kept 
 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 30.53 24.70 – 36.36 17.51 14.08 – 20.94 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
6.30 

 
4.52 – 8.09 

 
2.32 

 
1.26 – 3.38 

     

Northern pike 1.06 0.78 – 1.35 0.22 0.13 – 0.30 
     

Trout (all species) 0.04 0.01 – 0.07 0.00 0.00 – 0.01 
     

Yellow Perch 2.70 1.14 – 4.27 1.51 0.01 – 3.02 
1Based on 473 respondents to this questions. 
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Table 97. Rating by South Dakota residents with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing 
License of the fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish 
caught.  

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   36   7.5% 
Poor (-1)   75 15.6% 
Fair  (0) 204 42.3% 
Good  (1) 130 27.0% 
Excellent  (2)   19   3.9% 
No Opinion (missing)   18   3.7% 
Total 482 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.05 -0.04 – 0.13 
 
 
 
 
Table 98. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by South Dakota residents with a 
Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License)? 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 394 81.7% 
YES   88 18.3% 
Total 482 100% 
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Table 99. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by South 
Dakota residents with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)   41   8.5% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 140 29.2% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1) 105 21.9% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   72 15.0% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   52 10.8% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   42   8.8% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   28   5.8% 
Number 480 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.60 0.45 – 0.75 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 286 59.6% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   72 15.0% 
DISSATISFIED 122 25.4% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 2.3 to 1 
 
 
 
Table 100.   Fishing with nonresident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
South Dakota residents with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 310 65.5% 
YES 163 34.5% 
Total 473 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 101-A –10-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for many 

different reasons.  Please rate the importance of each reason for 
why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 101-A. Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   31   6.2% 
1   16   3.2% 
2   23   4.6% 
3   58 11.6% 
4 109 21.8% 
5 119 23.8% 
6   69 13.8% 
7 Very Important   75 15.0% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 4.41 4.25 – 4.58 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 101-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     6   1.2% 
1     2   0.4% 
2   15   3.0% 
3   29   5.8% 
4   81 16.2% 
5 112 22.4% 
6 120 24.0% 
7 Very Important 135 27.0% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.34 5.20 – 5.47 
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Table 101-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   11   2.2% 
1     1   0.2% 
2     9   1.8% 
3   26   5.2% 
4   71 14.2% 
5 120 24.0% 
6 134 26.8% 
7 Very Important 128 25.6% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.36 5.23 – 5.49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 101-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     1   0.2% 
1     2   0.4% 
2     5   1.0% 
3   14   2.8% 
4   40   8.0% 
5   87 17.4% 
6 150 30.1% 
7 Very Important 200 40.1% 
Total 499 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.91 5.80 – 6.02 
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Table 101-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 132 26.4% 
1   63 12.6% 
2   92 18.4% 
3   63 12.6% 
4   69 13.8% 
5   41   8.2% 
6   22   4.4% 
7 Very Important   18   3.6% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.35 2.17 – 2.53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 101-F. Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     6   1.2% 
1     3   0.6% 
2     3   0.6% 
3   10   2.0% 
4   42   8.4% 
5   74 14.8% 
6 135 27.0% 
7 Very Important 227 45.4% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.95 5.83 – 6.07 
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Table 101-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   88 17.6% 
1   53 10.6% 
2   61 12.2% 
3   73 14.6% 
4 108 21.6% 
5   65 13.0% 
6   37   7.4% 
7 Very Important   15   3.0% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.96 2.78 – 3.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 101-H. Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 238 47.6% 
1   85 17.0% 
2   61 12.2% 
3   43   8.6% 
4   36   7.2% 
5   16   3.2% 
6   12   2.4% 
7 Very Important     9   1.8% 
Total 500 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.39 1.23 – 1.55 
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Table 102. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by South Dakota residents with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 5.95 5.83 – 6.07 500 
2 Social 5.91 5.80 – 6.02 499 
3 Excitement 5.36 5.23 – 5.49 500 
4 Nature 5.34 5.20 – 5.47 500 
5 Food 4.41 4.25 – 4.58 500 
6 Accomplishment 2.96 2.78 – 3.13 500 
7 Trophy 2.35 2.17 – 2.53 500 
8 Competition 1.39 1.23 – 1.55 500 

 
 
 
Table 103. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by South Dakota residents 
with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the 
most important reason for why you like fishing. 

Resident Oahe Annual 
Fishing License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
198 

 
41.4% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation) 121 25.3% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
  65 

 
13.6% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
  53 

 
11.1% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   32   6.7% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
    5 

 
  1.0% 

To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
    2 

 
  0.4% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     2   0.4% 
Total 478 100% 
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Table 104. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of South Dakota resident anglers with a resident Lake Oahe fishing 
license (2003). 

Types of Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Relaxation Excitement Nature Food 
Social 6.32 5.74 5.54 5.71 5.19 
Relaxation 6.02 6.43 5.65 5.58 5.63 
Excitement 5.17 5.32 6.14 5.17 5.38 
Nature 5.31 5.24 5.11 6.36 4.88 
Food 4.15 4.15 4.69 4.40 6.13 
Accomplishment 2.58 3.19 3.39 3.00 2.75 
Trophy 2.15 2.40 2.95 2.06 1.84 
Competition 1.28 1.50 1.31 1.51 0.78 
%  Sample 41.4% 25.3% 13.6% 11.1% 6.7% 
1The accomplishment (N=5), trophy (N=2) and competition (N=2) angler-types are not described 
here due to small sample sizes (see Table 103). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 105-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   37   7.4% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   68 13.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   62 12.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 192 38.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 139 27.9% 
Total 498 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.66 0.55 – 0.77 
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Tables 105-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   47   9.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   69 13.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 130 26.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 168 33.9% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   82 16.5% 
Total 496 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.34 0.24 – 0.45 
 
 
 
 
Tables 105-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   86 17.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   98 19.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 143 28.8% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 129 26.0% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   41   8.2% 
Total 497 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.12 -0.23 – -0.01 
 
 
 
 
Tables 105-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   20   4.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   36   7.2% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   84 16.8% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 193 38.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 167 33.4% 
Total 500 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.90 0.81 – 1.00 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 106. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by resident 
Oahe anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance values). 

Mean Importance1,2  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 2.99 2.91 – 3.08 
b) presence of good eating fish 2.74 2.65 – 2.83 
c) easy fishing access 2.74 2.66 – 2.82 
d) easy boat access 2.62 2.51 – 2.74 
e) presence of favorite fish 2.57 2.48 – 2.66 
f) good boat fishing opportunities 2.46 2.35 – 2.57 
g) family likes the area 2.45 2.36 – 2.55 
h) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.39 2.30 – 2.48 
i) few anglers, no crowding 2.37 2.29 – 2.44 
j) species of fish found there 2.34 2.25 – 2.44 
k) familiarity with the area 2.33 2.24 – 2.42 
l) nearby parking spots 2.32 2.22 – 2.42 
m) bait and tackle shops nearby 2.24 2.13 – 2.34 
n) past success in the area 2.20 2.11 – 2.30 
o) area is stocked with fish 2.11 2.00 – 2.22 
p) solitude of the area 2.09 2.-00 – 2.18 
q) ability to catch lots of fish 2.04 1.95 – 2.13 
r) close to home 2.02 1.92 – 2.13 
s) presence of large fish  1.98 1.89 – 2.06 
t) natural beauty of the area 1.88 1.78 – 1.98 
u) available accommodations 1.75 1.64 – 1.85 
v) marina facilities 1.73 1.62 – 1.85 
w) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.63 1.53 – 1.73 
x) because friends fish there 1.61 1.50 – 1.71 
y) good shore fishing opportunities 1.52 1.40 – 1.65 
z) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.46 1.35 – 1.57 
aa) because of the regulations there 1.45 1.36 – 1.55 
bb) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

1.08 
 

0.97 – 1.18 
cc) nearness of restaurants 0.95 0.86 – 1.05 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Resident Oahe Annual Anglers (N ranged between 480 – 491) 
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Table 107. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by resident 
Oahe anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance values). 

Importance Categories1 Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality (490)   3.5%   3.1% 15.9% 45.9% 31.6% 
b) presence of good eating fish (490)   5.5%   5.3% 17.8% 52.4% 19.0% 
c) easy fishing access (488)   3.1%   5.3% 24.0% 49.8% 17.8% 
d) easy boat access (489) 13.1%   5.5% 16.2% 36.6% 28.6% 
e) presence of favorite fish (491)   5.7%   6.7% 27.1% 45.4% 15.1% 
f) good boat fishing opportunities 

(489) 
 

13.3% 
 

  5.1% 
 

22.9% 
 

39.5% 
 

19.2% 
g) family likes the area (491)   8.1%   7.5% 27.3% 44.8% 12.2% 
h) number of fish of “keepable” 

size (491) 
 

  5.5% 
 

10.6% 
 

33.4% 
 

40.5% 
 

10.0% 
i) few anglers, no crowding (489)   3.5%   9.2% 41.3% 39.3%   6.7% 
j) species of fish found there (486)   7.0% 11.3% 34.2% 35.4% 12.1% 
k) familiarity with the area (490)   5.7% 10.2% 38.6% 36.5%   9.0% 
l) nearby parking spots (490) 10.2% 10.4% 29.2% 37.8% 12.4% 
m) bait and tackle shops nearby (489)   9.8% 15.1% 29.4% 32.9% 12.7% 
n) past success in the area (488) 10.9%   7.4% 38.3% 37.5%   5.9% 
o) area is stocked with fish (487) 14.2% 13.8% 30.2% 30.8% 11.1% 
p) solitude of the area (487) 10.1% 10.3% 46.0% 27.5%   6.2% 
q) ability to catch lots of fish (489)   7.6% 17.2% 44.6% 25.2%   5.5% 
r) close to home (491) 13.8% 16.7% 32.0% 28.1%   9.4% 
s) presence of large fish (487)   8.8% 17.9% 44.6% 24.4%   4.3% 
t) natural beauty of the area (489) 16.0% 17.0% 33.5% 30.1%   3.5% 
u) available accommodations (487) 20.9% 17.2% 32.9% 23.8%   5.1% 
v) marina facilities (489) 25.4% 16.4% 26.8% 22.7%   8.8% 
w) chance to catch a variety of fish 

(491) 
 

19.8% 
 

21.6% 
 

37.5% 
 

18.3% 
 

  2.9% 
x) because friends fish there (489) 23.9% 18.4% 34.2% 20.2%   3.3% 
y) good shore fishing opportunities 

(488) 
 

35.7% 
 

16.0% 
 

18.9% 
 

19.5% 
 

10.0% 
z) chance to catch “wild” fish (480) 31.7% 18.5% 26.3% 19.4%   4.2% 
aa) because of the regulations there 

(485) 
 

26.2% 
 

19.0% 
 

40.8% 
 

11.3% 
 

  2.7% 
bb) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Award (491) 

 
44.2% 

 
20.2% 

 
23.0% 

 
  9.2% 

 
  3.5% 

cc) nearness of restaurants (487) 45.6% 24.8% 19.7%   8.4%   1.4% 
1Resident Oahe Annual Anglers 
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Table 108. Gender of 2003 resident annual Lake Oahe anglers. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 232 46.2% 
Female 270 53.8% 
Total Number 502 100% 
 
 
 
 
Table 109. Age distribution of 2003 resident annual Lake Oahe anglers. 

Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

 15 – 171   16   3.2% 
18 – 19   18   3.6% 
20 – 24   44   8.8% 
25 – 29   25   5.0% 
30 – 34   29   5.8% 
35 – 39   37   7.4% 
40 – 44   64 12.9% 
45 – 49   69 13.9% 
50 – 54   72 14.5% 
55 – 59   50 10.0% 
60 – 64   46   9.2% 
65 – 69   19   3.8% 
70 – 74     7   1.4% 
75 – 79     2   0.4% 
80 – 84     0   0.0% 

Total Number 498 100% 
Median Age 46.0  
Mean Age 43.7  
95% C.I. 42.5 – 45.0  
1One angler listed their age as 15. 
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Table 110. Resident annual Oahe anglers’ home county (2003). 
Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  

COUNTY NUMBER PERCENT 
1. Minnehaha 48 10.1% 
2. Pennington 10   2.1% 
3. Brown 48 10.1% 
4. Beadle 10   2.1% 
5. Codington 7   1.5% 
6. Brookings 4   0.8% 
7. Yankton 0   0.0% 
8. Davison 3   0.6% 
9. Lawrence 3   0.6% 
10. Aurora 2   0.4% 
11. Bennett 0   0.0% 
12. Bon Homme 0   0.0% 
13. Brule 0   0.0% 
14. Buffalo 0   0.0% 
15. Butte 5   1.1% 
16. Campbell 37   7.8% 
17. Charles Mix 0   0.0% 
18. Clark 2   0.4% 
19. Clay 0   0.0% 
20. Croson 14   2.9% 
21. Custer 1   0.2% 
22. Day 2   0.4% 
23. Deuel 0   0.0% 
24. Dewey 13   2.7% 
25. Douglas 0   0.0% 
26. Edmunds 16   3.4% 
27. Fall River 0   0.0% 
28. Faulk 7   1.5% 
29. Grant 2   0.4% 
30. Gregory 2   0.4% 
31. Haakon 1   0.2% 
32. Hamlin 0   0.0% 
33. Hand 3   0.6% 
34. Hanson 0   0.0% 
35. Harding 0   0.0% 
36. Hughes 10   2.1% 
37. Hutchinson 5   1.1% 
38. Hyde 0   0.0% 
39. Jackson 0   0.0% 
40. Jerauld 0   0.0% 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 110. Continued… Resident annual Oahe anglers’ home county (2003). 
Resident Oahe Annual Fishing License – 2003  

COUNTY NUMBER PERCENT 
41. Jones 0   0.0% 
42. Kingsbury 0   0.0% 
43. Lake 0   0.0% 
44. Lincoln 9   1.9% 
45. Lyman 0   0.0% 
46. McCook 2   0.4% 
47. McPherson 4   0.8% 
48. Marshall 0   0.0% 
49. Meade 5   1.1% 
50. Mellette 0   0.0% 
51. Miner 2   0.4% 
52. Moody 0   0.0% 
53. Perkins 0   0.0% 
54. Potter 22   4.6% 
55. Roberts 0   0.0% 
56. Sanborn 0   0.0% 
57. Spink 13   2.7% 
58. Stanley 0   0.0% 
59. Sully 5   1.1% 
60. Tripp 0   0.0% 
61. Turner 0   0.0% 
62. Union 0   0.0% 
63. Walworth 158 33.2% 
64. Ziebach 1   0.7% 
65. Shannon 0   0.0% 
67. Todd 0   0.0% 
   
TOTAL 476 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Forty-four unsolicited comments were provided by the Resident Lake Oahe 
Annual License anglers – see Appendix E. 
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Section II. Comparing Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual and 

Nonresident Lake Oahe Family Surveys 
 
 
Table 111. Comparing responses from nonresident Oahe annual anglers and 
nonresident Oahe family anglers (2003) – shaded cells are significant at the a = 0.05 
level. 
(Question Number) Variable Test p-value 
(Q1) Days fished in Lake Oahe in 2003 ANOVA 0.196 
(Q1) Percent time fishing from shore ANOVA 0.119 
(Q1) Percent time fishing from boat ANOVA 0.084 
(Q1) Percent time fishing through ice ANOVA 0.444 
(Q2) Number walleye caught ANOVA 0.524 
(Q2) Number bass caught ANOVA 0.153 
(Q2) Number northern pike caught ANOVA 0.968 
(Q2) Number trout caught ANOVA 0.706 
(Q2) Number yellow perch caught ANOVA 0.817 
(Q2) Number walleye kept ANOVA 0.386 
(Q2) Number bass kept ANOVA 0.356 
(Q2) Number northern pike kept ANOVA 0.996 
(Q2) Number trout kept ANOVA 0.880 
(Q2) Number yellow perch kept ANOVA 0.801 
(Q3) Rating of the fishing ANOVA 0.598 
(Q4) Evaluation of crowding chi-square 0.238 
(Q5) Satisfaction ANOVA 0.953 
(Q6) Fishing with South Dakota resident friends or relatives chi-square 0.748 
(Q7a) Attitudes about catching fish ANOVA 0.285 
(Q7b) Attitudes about catching fish ANOVA 0.477 
(Q7c) Attitudes about catching fish ANOVA 0.171 
(Q7d) Attitudes about catching fish ANOVA 0.712 
(Q9a) Motivations for fishing – food ANOVA 0.315 
(Q9b) Motivations for fishing – nature ANOVA 0.934 
(Q9c) Motivations for fishing – excitement ANOVA 0.971 
(Q9d) Motivations for fishing – social ANOVA 0.032 
(Q9e) Motivations for fishing – trophy ANOVA 0.837 
(Q9f) Motivations for fishing – relaxation ANOVA 0.580 
(Q9g) Motivations for fishing – accomplishment ANOVA 0.520 
(Q9h) Motivations for fishing – competition ANOVA 0.113 
(Q11) Gender chi-square 0.238 
(Q12) Age ANOVA 0.845 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 111 – Continued. Comparing responses from nonresident Oahe annual 
anglers and nonresident Oahe family anglers (2003) – shaded cells are significant at the a 
= 0.05 level. 
(Question Number) Variable Test p-value 
Question 8 – Factors important for a “good fishing spot”   
a) few anglers, no crowding ANOVA 0.506 
b) natural beauty of the area ANOVA 0.325 
c) easy fishing access ANOVA 0.815 
d) chance to catch “wild” fish ANOVA 0.197 
e) good shore fishing opportunities ANOVA 0.010 
f) presence of good eating fish ANOVA 0.402 
g) presence of large fish  ANOVA 0.656 
h) ability to catch lots of fish ANOVA 0.441 
i) easy boat access ANOVA 0.328 
j) good water quality ANOVA 0.820 
k) close to home ANOVA 0.021 
l) family likes the area ANOVA 0.030 
m) area is stocked with fish ANOVA 0.121 
n) species of fish found there ANOVA 0.840 
o) familiarity with the area ANOVA 0.916 
p) nearby parking spots ANOVA 0.959 
q) because friends fish there ANOVA 0.417 
r) available accommodations ANOVA 0.627 
s) because of the regulations there ANOVA 0.702 
t) past success in the area ANOVA 0.200 
u) solitude of the area ANOVA 0.409 
v) number of fish of “keepable” size ANOVA 0.834 
w) nearness of restaurants ANOVA 0.819 
x) chance to catch a variety of fish ANOVA 0.960 
y) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 

Award 
 

ANOVA 
 

0.440 
z) presence of favorite fish ANOVA 0.470 
aa) marina facilities ANOVA 0.976 
bb) bait and tackle shops nearby ANOVA 0.878 
cc) good boat fishing opportunities ANOVA 0.882 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The variables found to be significant in Table 111 are further evaluated in following 
two Tables. 
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Table 112. Comparing the importance of “companionship, enjoying the time spent 
with friends and/or family” (social motivation) between nonresident Oahe annual anglers 
and nonresident Oahe family anglers (2003).  
 
License Type 

Mean Importance of 
Social Motivation1 

 
95% C. I. 

Nonresident Oahe Annual 5.98 5.88 – 6.08 
Nonresident Oahe Family 5.65 5.34 – 5.97 
1Values ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very important. 
 
 
 
Table 113. Comparing the three significant “good fishing spot” factors between 
nonresident Oahe annual anglers and nonresident Oahe family anglers (2003).  

License Type (Mean / 95% C.I.)  
Good Fishing Spot Factor Nonresident Oahe Annual Nonresident Oahe Family 
e) good shore fishing 
opportunities 

0.89 
(0.78 – 1.01) 

1.33 
(1.01 – 1.65) 

   

k) close to home 1.05 
(0.95 – 1.15) 

1.40 
(1.10 – 1.70) 

   

l) family likes the area 1.69 
(1.57 – 1.81) 

2.07 
(1.76 – 2.39) 

1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Due to the two nonresident Lake Oahe licenses (Annual and Family) being so similar 
(and the fact that the Nonresident Lake Oahe Family License sample was very small) 
these two license types were combined for the following description and analysis. 
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Section III. Nonresident Lake Oahe Annual & Family Licenses 
 
Table 114. Number of days fished in Lake Oahe during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Lake Oahe 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003  
Days Fished in Lake Oahe Number Percent 
0     6   1.3% 
1   12   2.6% 
2   51 10.9% 
3 147 31.4% 
4   68 14.5% 
5   49 10.5% 
6   31   6.6% 
7   28   6.0% 
8   16   3.4% 
9     4   0.9% 
10   22   4.7% 
11 – 20   28   6.0% 
21 – 30     4   0.9% 
31 – 40     1   0.2% 
41 – 50     1   0.2% 
51 – 100     0   0.0% 
101 or more     0   0.0% 
Total 468 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I.       5.35 4.89 – 5.80 
Median       4.0  
   

Mean / 95% C.I. à 
excluding those that did 
not fish in 2003 

 
5.42 

 
4.96 – 5.88 

 
 
 
Table 115. Type of fishing in Lake Oahe by nonresidents with a Nonresident Lake 
Oahe Fishing License. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 Type of Fishing in 
Lake Oahe (percent 
of activity) 

 
Mean 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent No 
Fishing1 

Percent 100% 
Fishing2 

from shore   7.3%   5.2 – 9.4 83.3%   4.0% 
from a boat 88.7% 86.1 – 91.3   6.5% 77.5% 
through ice   4.1%   2.5 – 5.6 92.4%   2.2% 
1Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
2Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 116. Did you purchase any other South Dakota fishing license for 2003 (i.e., a 
fishing license in addition to the Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License)? 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 Purchase additional S.D. 
fishing licenses? Number Percent 
NO 425 94.2% 
YES   26   5.8% 
Total 451 100% 
   

If yes, how many days did you fish in areas not including Lake Oahe? 
Days Fished Number Percent 
0   7 28.0% 
1   3 12.0% 
2   4 16.0% 
3   3 12.0% 
4   2   8.0% 
5   0   0.0% 
6 – 10   3 12.0% 
11 or more   3 12.0% 
Total 25 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I.     4.2 1.77 – 6.63 
Median     2.0  
 
 
 
 
Table 117. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by nonresidents 
with a Nonresident Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 20031 

Caught Kept 
 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 30.71 26.13 – 35.29 14.61 12.97 – 16.25 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
4.73 

 
3.08 – 6.38 

 
0.57 

 
0.29 – 0.85 

     

Northern pike 1.23 0.83 – 1.63 0.34 0.18 – 0.50 
       

Trout (all species) 0.12 0.03 – 0.22 0.05 0.00 – 0.09 
     

Yellow Perch 1.37 0.83 – 1.91 0.26 0.16 – 0.35 
1Based on 453 respondents to this questions. 
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Table 118. Rating by nonresidents with a Nonresident Lake Oahe Fishing License of 
the fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   33   7.2% 
Poor (-1)   74 16.1% 
Fair  (0) 144 31.4% 
Good  (1) 174 37.9% 
Excellent  (2)   32   7.0% 
No Opinion (missing)     2   0.4% 
Total 459 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.21 0.12 – 0.31 
 
 
 
 
Table 119. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by Nonresidents with a Nonresident 
Lake Oahe Fishing License)? 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 406 88.1% 
YES   55 11.9% 
Total 461 100% 
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Table 120. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident Lake Oahe Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)   78 17.0% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 153 33.3% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1)   97 21.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   34   7.4% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   59 12.9% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   25   5.4% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   13   2.8% 
Number 459 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.07 0.92 – 1.21 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 328 71.5% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   34   7.4% 
DISSATISFIED   97 21.1% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.4 to 1 
 
 
 
Table 121.   Fishing with resident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 299 65.6% 
YES 157 34.4% 
Total 456 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 122-A – 122-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for 

many different reasons.  Please rate the importance of 
each reason for why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 122-A. Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   25   5.4% 
1   14   3.0% 
2   27   5.8% 
3   60 13.0% 
4 104 22.5% 
5 113 24.4% 
6   59 12.7% 
7 Very Important   61 13.2% 
Total 463 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 4.34 4.17 – 4.51 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 122-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     3   0.6% 
1     4   0.9% 
2   12   2.6% 
3   29   6.3% 
4   69 14.9% 
5 134 29.0% 
6 114 24.7% 
7 Very Important   97 21.0% 
Total 462 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.25 5.12 – 5.37 
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Table 122-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     1   0.2% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     4   0.9% 
3   14   3.0% 
4   48 10.3% 
5 112 24.1% 
6 148 31.9% 
7 Very Important 137 29.5% 
Total 464 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.71 5.60 – 5.82 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 122-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     0   0.0% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     2   0.4% 
3   10   2.2% 
4   34   7.3% 
5   87 18.8% 
6 165 35.6% 
7 Very Important 165 35.6% 
Total 463 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.94 5.84 – 6.04 
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Table 122-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   88 19.0% 
1   63 13.6% 
2   79 17.0% 
3   73 15.7% 
4   75 16.2% 
5   47 10.1% 
6   23   5.0% 
7 Very Important   16   3.4% 
Total 464 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.64 2.46 – 2.82 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 122-F. Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     1   0.2% 
1     1   0.2% 
2     1   0.2% 
3     8   1.7% 
4   32   6.9% 
5   76 16.4% 
6 155 33.5% 
7 Very Important 189 40.8% 
Total 463 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 6.02 5.92 – 6.12 
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Table 122-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   36   7.8% 
1   28   6.1% 
2   45   9.7% 
3   64 13.9% 
4 110 23.8% 
5   94 20.3% 
6   54 11.7% 
7 Very Important   31   6.7% 
Total 462 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.81 3.64 – 3.98 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 122-H. Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 242 52.2% 
1   69 14.9% 
2   55 11.9% 
3   31   6.7% 
4   28   6.0% 
5   13   2.8% 
6   10   2.2% 
7 Very Important   16   3.4% 
Total 464 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.34 1.17 – 1.51 
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Table 123. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by Nonresidents with a Resident Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 6.02 5.92 – 6.12 463 
2 Social 5.94 5.84 – 6.04 463 
3 Excitement 5.71 5.60 – 5.82 464 
4 Nature 5.25 5.12 – 5.37 462 
5 Food 4.34 4.17 – 4.51 463 
6 Accomplishment 3.81 3.64 – 3.98 462 
7 Trophy 2.64 2.46 – 2.82 464 
8 Competition 1.34 1.17 – 1.51 464 

 
 
 
Table 124. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by nonresidents with a 
Nonresident Lake Oahe Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the 
most important reason for why you like fishing. 

Nonresident Lake Oahe 
Fishing License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
163 

 
37.6% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation)   97 22.4% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
  97 

 
22.4% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
  38 

 
  8.8% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   22   5.1% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
    8 

 
  1.8% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     6   1.4% 
To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
    2 

 
  0.5% 

Total 433 100% 
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Table 125. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of nonresident anglers with a nonresident Lake Oahe fishing license 
(2003). 

Types of Nonresident Oahe Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Relaxation Excitement Nature Food Accomp. Competition 

Social 6.23 5.88 5.60 5.79 6.05 5.13 5.00 
Relaxation 6.02 6.48 5.73 5.87 5.50 5.75 4.17 
Excitement 5.54 5.61 6.07 5.45 5.91 5.71 5.50 
Nature 5.20 5.46 4.83 6.21 4.41 4.63 4.17 
Food 4.13 4.21 4.42 4.13 6.50 2.88 2.83 
Accomplishment 3.56 3.71 4.00 3.50 3.50 6.75 5.33 
Competition 1.12 1.26 1.44 0.89 0.64 4.88 6.67 
Trophy 2.42 2.78 2.67 2.16 2.14 3.50 5.17 
%  Sample 37.6% 22.4% 22.4% 8.8% 5.1% 1.8% 1.4% 
1The trophy (N=2) angler-type is not described here due to small sample size (see Table 124). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 126-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   68 14.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   95 20.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   33   7.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 163 35.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 102 22.1% 
Total 461 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.30 0.17 – 0.42 
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Tables 126-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   38   8.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   89 19.3% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 105 22.7% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 177 38.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   53 11.5% 
Total 462 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.26 0.15 – 0.36 
 
 
 
 
Tables 126-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   58 12.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   76 16.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 108 23.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 149 32.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   71 15.4% 
Total 462 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.21 0.10 – 0.33 
 
 
 
 
Tables 126-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   10   2.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   17   3.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   40   8.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 199 42.9% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 198 42.7% 
Total 464 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.20 1.12 – 1.28 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 127. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
nonresident Oahe anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

Mean Importance1,2  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 3.00 2.92 – 3.07 
b) presence of favorite fish 2.83 2.75 – 2.91 
c) easy boat access 2.83 2.74 – 2.92 
d) presence of good eating fish 2.82 2.73 – 2.90 
e) good boat fishing opportunities 2.79 2.70 – 2.87 
f) species of fish found there 2.59 2.50 – 2.67 
g) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.57 2.49 – 2.65 
h) easy fishing access 2.54 2.46 – 2.63 
i) past success in the area 2.43 2.34 – 2.52 
j) ability to catch lots of fish 2.37 2.28 – 2.46 
k) available accommodations 2.31 2.22 – 2.41 
l) bait and tackle shops nearby 2.28 2.19 – 2.38 
m) nearby parking spots 2.19 2.09 – 2.29 
n) few anglers, no crowding 2.12 2.04 – 2.21 
o) solitude of the area 2.08 1.99 – 2.17 
p) presence of large fish  2.07 1.99 – 2.16 
q) area is stocked with fish 1.94 1.84 – 2.05 
r) marina facilities 1.90 1.79 – 2.00 
s) natural beauty of the area 1.88 1.78 – 1.98 
t) familiarity with the area 1.86 1.76 – 1.96 
u) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.83 1.73 – 1.93 
v) because of the regulations there 1.82 1.72 – 1.92 
w) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.78 1.67 – 1.89 
x) family likes the area 1.74 1.63 – 1.85 
y) nearness of restaurants 1.42 1.32 – 1.53 
z) because friends fish there 1.30 1.19 – 1.42 
aa) close to home 1.09 0.99 – 1.19 
bb) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

0.96 
 

0.86 – 1.07 
cc) good shore fishing opportunities 0.95 0.84 – 1.06 
1Importance score: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Nonresident Oahe Anglers (N ranged between 452 – 462) 
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Table 128. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
nonresident Oahe anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

Importance Categories1 Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality (461)   0.7%   2.4% 19.3% 52.1% 25.6% 
b) presence of favorite fish (458)   2.4%   3.9% 24.5% 46.5% 22.7% 
c) easy boat access (460)   3.5%   4.8% 21.1% 46.7% 23.9% 
d) presence of good eating fish (461)   2.6%   5.2% 20.6% 51.2% 20.4% 
e) good boat fishing opportunities 

(462) 
 

  4.3% 
 

  4.3% 
 

19.7% 
 

51.7% 
 

19.9% 
f) species of fish found there (453)   3.1%   7.3% 31.6% 43.9% 14.1% 
g) number of fish of “keepable” size 

(457) 
 

  1.3% 
 

  9.2% 
 

32.2% 
 

46.2% 
 

11.2% 
h) easy fishing access (458)   3.1% 10.5% 28.2% 45.6% 12.7% 
i) past success in the area (454)   5.5%   7.5% 34.8% 43.2%   9.0% 
j) ability to catch lots of fish (457)   3.7% 13.6% 36.1% 35.2% 11.4% 
k) available accommodations (458)   7.6%   9.8% 34.7% 39.3%   8.5% 
l) bait and tackle shops nearby (462)   7.6% 12.6% 32.5% 38.7%   8.7% 
m) nearby parking spots (459)   8.5% 14.8% 34.0% 34.6%   8.1% 
n) few anglers, no crowding (458)  5.2% 14.4% 47.6% 28.2%   4.6% 
o) solitude of the area (456)   6.8% 15.8% 44.3% 28.7%   4.4% 
p) presence of large fish (459)   4.8% 17.2% 50.1% 21.6%   6.3% 
q) area is stocked with fish (455) 15.4% 14.7% 36.7% 26.8%   6.4% 
r) marina facilities (459) 17.2% 16.8% 31.2% 29.0%   5.9% 
s) natural beauty of the area (458) 14.0% 19.7% 36.0% 24.9%   5.5% 
t) familiarity with the area (458) 14.4% 20.7% 35.2% 23.8%   5.9% 
u) chance to catch a variety of fish 

(460) 
 

14.6% 
 

19.8% 
 

38.5% 
 

22.6% 
 

  4.6% 
v) because of the regulations there 

(453) 
 

15.9% 
 

18.8% 
 

37.7% 
 

23.0% 
 

  4.6% 
w) chance to catch “wild” fish (452) 22.1% 13.7% 33.0% 26.1%   5.1% 
x) family likes the area (454) 22.5% 17.4% 29.7% 24.4%   5.9% 
y) nearness of restaurants (457) 28.2% 22.5% 31.1% 15.1%   3.1% 
z) because friends fish there (456) 36.4% 19.5% 25.2% 14.9%   3.9% 
aa) close to home (456) 37.9% 27.2% 23.9%   9.6%   1.3% 
bb) chance to catch fish which qualify 

for GFP Trophy Angler Award 
(457) 

 
48.1% 

 
20.8% 

 
21.0% 

 
  6.8% 

 
  3.3% 

cc) good shore fishing opportunities 
(453) 

 
51.4% 

 
19.2% 

 
15.7% 

 
10.6% 

 
  3.1% 

1Nonresident Oahe Anglers 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 3 
 

 232  

 
 
Table 129. Gender of 2003 nonresident Lake Oahe anglers. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 406 88.1% 
Female   55 11.9% 
Total Number 461 100% 
 
 
 
 
Table 130. Age distribution of 2003 nonresident Lake Oahe anglers. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

12 – 14     3   0.7% 
15 – 17     4   0.9% 
18 – 19     2   0.4% 
20 – 24   17   3.7% 
25 – 29   20   4.3% 
30 – 34   21   4.6% 
35 – 39   34   7.4% 
40 – 44   61 13.3% 
45 – 49   53 11.5% 
50 – 54   62 13.5% 
55 – 59   49 10.7% 
60 – 64   44   9.6% 
65 – 69   46 10.0% 
70 – 74   25   5.4% 
75 – 79   14   3.0% 
80 – 84     3   0.7% 
85 – 89     2   0.4% 

Total Number 460 100% 
Median Age 51.0  
Mean Age 50.3  
95% C.I. 48.9 – 51.6  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Twenty-three unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Lake Oahe 
Annual License anglers and five unsolicited comments were provided by the 
Nonresident Lake Oahe Family anglers – see Appendix F and G (respectively). 
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Section IV. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Lake Oahe Anglers 
 
 
Table 131. Number of days fished in Lake Oahe during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by resident and nonresidents anglers with a Lake 
Oahe Fishing License. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Days Fished in Lake Oahe 

Number Percent Number Percent 
0   21   4.2%     6   1.3% 
1   49   9.8%   12   2.6% 
2   78 15.6%   51 10.9% 
3   55 11.0% 147 31.4% 
4   24   4.8%   68 14.5% 
5   32   6.4%   49 10.5% 
6   15   5.0%   31   6.6% 
7   13   2.6%   28   6.0% 
8     8   1.6%   16   3.4% 
9     0   0.0%     4   0.9% 
10   39   7.8%   22   4.7% 
11 – 20   70 14.0%   28   6.0% 
21 – 30   47   9.4%     4   0.9% 
31 – 40   17   3.4%     1   0.2% 
41 – 50   11   2.2%     1   0.2% 
51 – 100     8   1.6%     0   0.0% 
101 or more     2   0.4%     0   0.0% 
Total 499 100% 468 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I.     12.19 10.28 – 14.10       5.35 4.89 – 5.80 
Median       5.0        4.0  
ANOVA:  F=44.23; df=1/965; p<0.001 
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Table 132. Type of fishing in Lake Oahe by resident and nonresidents anglers with a 
Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

Type of Fishing in 
Lake Oahe (percent 
of activity) Mean 95% C.I. Mean 95% C.I. 
from shore 21.0% 17.6 – 24.3   7.3%   5.2 – 9.4 
ANOVA:  F=45.59; df=1/916; p<0.001 

 

from a boat 71.5% 67.8 – 75.2 88.7% 86.1 – 91.3 
ANOVA:  F=55.01; df=1/918; p<0.001 

 

through ice   7.6%   5.6 – 9.7   4.1%   2.5 – 5.6 
ANOVA:  F=7.39; df=1/916; p=0.007 
 
 
 
 
Table 133. Did you purchase any other South Dakota fishing license for 2003 (i.e., a 
fishing license in addition to the Lake Oahe Annual Fishing License) and how many days 
did you fish in South Dakota not including Lake Oahe? 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

Purchase Other 
S.D. Fishing 
Licenses in 2003 Percent Yes Percent No Percent Yes Percent No 
Percent Response 7.3% 92.7% 5.8% 94.2% 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=0.85; df=1; p=0.357 

 

Mean 95% C.I. Mean 95% C.I. Days Fishing in 
Other Areas 6.6 2.8 – 10.4 4.2 1.8 – 6.6 
ANOVA:  F=1.03; df=1/56; p=0.315 
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Table 134. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by resident and 
nonresidents anglers with a Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 

Caught Kept 
 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger: ANOVA – Caught: F<0.01; df=1/919; p=0.962 
Walleye and/or sauger: ANOVA – Kept: F=2.17; df=1/922; p=0.141 
   Resident Anglers 30.53 24.70 – 36.36 17.51 14.08 – 20.94 
   Nonresident Anglers 30.71 26.13 – 35.29 14.61 12.97 – 16.25 
     

Bass (largemouth and/or smallmouth): ANOVA – Caught: F=1.61; df=1/920; p=0.205 
Bass (largemouth and/or smallmouth): ANOVA – Kept: F=9.51; df=1/924; p=0.002 
   Resident Anglers 6.30 4.52 – 8.09 2.32 1.26 – 3.38 
   Nonresident Anglers 4.73 3.08 – 6.38 0.57 0.29 – 0.85 
     

Northern pike: ANOVA – Caught: F=0.46; df=1/922; p=0.496 
Northern pike: ANOVA – Kept: F=1.95; df=1/924; p=0.163 
   Resident Anglers 1.06 0.78 – 1.35 0.22 0.13 – 0.30 
   Nonresident Anglers 1.23 0.83 – 1.63 0.34 0.18 – 0.50 
       

Trout (all species) : ANOVA – Caught: F=2.85; df=1/923; p=0.092 
Trout (all species) : ANOVA – Kept: F=3.01; df=1/924; p=0.083 
   Resident Anglers 0.04 0.01 – 0.07 0.00 0.00 – 0.01 
   Nonresident Anglers 0.12 0.03 – 0.22 0.05 0.00 – 0.09 
     

Yellow Perch: ANOVA – Caught: F=2.42; df=1/922; p=0.120 
Yellow Perch: ANOVA – Kept: F=2.56; df=1/924; p=0.110 
   Resident Anglers 2.70 1.14 – 4.27 1.51 0.01 – 3.02 
   Nonresident Anglers 1.37 0.83 – 1.91 0.26 0.16 – 0.35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Average number of walleye caught per day in South Dakota by resident anglers with a 
Lake Oahe License was 2.40 and average number of walleye kept per day was 1.38. 

 

• Average number of walleye caught per day in South Dakota by nonresident anglers with 
a Lake Oahe License was 5.48 and average number of walleye kept per day was 2.61. 
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Table 135. Rating by resident and nonresidents anglers with a Lake Oahe Fishing 
License of the fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish 
caught.  

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   36   7.5%   33   7.2% 
Poor (-1)   75 15.6%   74 16.1% 
Fair  (0) 204 42.3% 144 31.4% 
Good  (1) 130 27.0% 174 37.9% 
Excellent  (2)   19   3.9%   32   7.0% 
No Opinion (missing)   18   3.7%     2   0.4% 
Total 482 100% 459 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.05 -0.04 – 0.13 0.21 0.12 – 0.31 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=32.41; df=5; p<0.001 
ANOVA:  F=6.65; df=1/919; p=0.010 
 
 
 
 
Table 136. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by resident and nonresidents anglers 
with a Lake Oahe Fishing License)? 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Evaluation of Crowding 

Number Percent Number Percent 
NO 394 81.7% 406 88.1% 
YES   88 18.3%   55 11.9% 
Total 482 100% 461 100% 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=7.331; df=1; p=0.007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 3 
 

 237  

 
 
Table 137. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by resident 
and nonresidents anglers with a Lake Oahe Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)   41   8.5%   78 17.0% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 140 29.2% 153 33.3% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1) 105 21.9%   97 21.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   72 15.0%   34   7.4% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   52 10.8%   59 12.9% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   42   8.8%   25   5.4% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   28   5.8%   13   2.8% 
Number 480 100% 459 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.60 0.45 – 0.75 1.07 0.92 – 1.21 
ANOVA:  F=19.05; df=1/937; p<0.001 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 286 59.6% 328 71.5% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   72 15.0%   34   7.4% 
DISSATISFIED 122 25.4%   97 21.1% 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=18.89; df=2; p<0.001 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 2.3 to 1 3.4 to 1 
 
 
 
 
Table 138.   Fishing with resident/nonresident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 
2003 by resident and nonresidents anglers with a Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

Fishing with 
resident/nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent Number Percent 
NO 310 65.5% 299 65.6% 
YES 163 34.5% 157 34.4% 
Total 473 100% 456 100% 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2<0.01; df=1; p=0.992 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Table 139. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by resident and nonresidents anglers with a Lake Oahe Fishing License. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers  

Reason Rank Mean 95% C.I. Rank Mean 95% C.I. 
Relaxation 1 5.95 5.83 – 6.07 1 6.02 5.92 – 6.12 
Social 2 5.91 5.80 – 6.02 2 5.94 5.84 – 6.04 
Excitement 3 5.36 5.23 – 5.49 3 5.71 5.60 – 5.82 
Nature 4 5.34 5.20 – 5.47 4 5.25 5.12 – 5.37 
Food 5 4.41 4.25 – 4.58 5 4.34 4.17 – 4.51 
Accomplishment 6 2.96 2.78 – 3.13 6 3.81 3.64 – 3.98 
Trophy 7 2.35 2.17 – 2.53 7 2.64 2.46 – 2.82 
Competition 8 1.39 1.23 – 1.55 8 1.34 1.17 – 1.51 
ANOVA: 
Relaxation F=0.78; df=1/961; p=0.378 
Social F=0.16; df=1/960; p=0.686 
Excitement F=15.89; df=1/962; p<0.001 
Nature F=0.91; df=1/960; p=0.341 
Food F=0.35; df=1/961; p=0.555 
Accomplishment F=46.25; df=1/960; p<0.001 
Trophy F=5.09; df=1/962; p=0.024 
Competition F=0.19; df=1/962; p=0.663 
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Table 140. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by resident and 
nonresidents anglers with a Lake Oahe Fishing License − Overall, which statement best 
describes the most important reason for why you like fishing. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Nonresident 

 
TOP REASON 

Percent Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with friends 
and/or family.  (Social) 

 
41.4% 

 
37.6% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation) 25.3% 22.4% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the feeling 
one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
13.6% 

 
22.4% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the area.  
(Nature) 

 
11.1% 

 
  8.8% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   6.7%   5.1% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a proficient 
angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
  1.0% 

 
  1.8% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)   0.4%   1.4% 
To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise to 
demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
  0.4% 

 
  0.5% 

Total Number 478 433 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=17.19; df=7; p=0.016 
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Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 141-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

A fishing trip can be satisfying 
to me even if I don’t catch any 
fish. Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   37   7.4%   68 14.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   68 13.7%   95 20.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   62 12.4%   33   7.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 192 38.6% 163 35.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 139 27.9% 102 22.1% 
Total 498 100% 461 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.66 0.55 – 0.77 0.30 0.17 – 0.42 
ANOVA:  F=18.41; df=1/957; p<0.001 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=29.14; df=4; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Tables 141-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   47   9.5%   38   8.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   69 13.9%   89 19.3% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 130 26.2% 105 22.7% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 168 33.9% 177 38.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   82 16.5%   53 11.5% 
Total 496 100% 462 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.34 0.24 – 0.45 0.26 0.15 – 0.36 
ANOVA:  F=1.29; df=1/956; p=0.257 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=11.46; df=4; p=0.022 
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Tables 141-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

Catching a limit of fish to 
take home is important to 
me. Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   86 17.3%   58 12.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   98 19.7%   76 16.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 143 28.8% 108 23.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 129 26.0% 149 32.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   41   8.2%   71 15.4% 
Total 497 100% 462 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.12 -0.23 – -0.01 0.21 0.10 – 0.33 
ANOVA:  F=17.55; df=1/957; p<0.001 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=21.33; df=4; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
Tables 141-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   20   4.0%   10   2.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   36   7.2%   17   3.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   84 16.8%   40   8.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 193 38.6% 199 42.9% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 167 33.4% 198 42.7% 
Total 500 100% 464 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.90 0.81 – 1.00 1.20 1.12 – 1.28 
ANOVA:  F=22.09; df=1/962; p<0.001 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=27.18; df=4; p<0.001 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 142. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by resident 
and nonresident Oahe anglers (2003). 

Mean Importance1 

Residents Nonresidents 
 
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot” Mean Rank Mean Rank 

 
p-value2 

a) few anglers, no crowding 2.37 9 2.12 14 <0.001 
b) natural beauty of the area 1.88 20 1.88 19   0.992 
c) easy fishing access 2.74 3 2.54 8   0.001 
d) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.46 26 1.78 23 <0.001 
e) good shore fishing opportunities 1.52 25 0.95 29 <0.001 
f) presence of good eating fish 2.74 2 2.82 4   0.229 
g) presence of large fish  1.98 19 2.07 16   0.108 
h) ability to catch lots of fish 2.04 17 2.37 10 <0.001 
i) easy boat access 2.62 4 2.83 3   0.006 
j) good water quality 2.99 1 3.00 1   0.946 
k) close to home 2.02 18 1.09 27 <0.001 
l) family likes the area 2.45 7 1.74 24 <0.001 
m) area is stocked with fish 2.11 15 1.94 17   0.028 
n) species of fish found there 2.34 10 2.59 6 <0.001 
o) familiarity with the area 2.33 11 1.86 20 <0.001 
p) nearby parking spots 2.32 12 2.19 13   0.072 
q) because friends fish there 1.61 24 1.30 26 <0.001 
r) available accommodations 1.75 21 2.31 11 <0.001 
s) because of the regulations there 1.45 27 1.82 22 <0.001 
t) past success in the area 2.20 14 2.43 9   0.001 
u) solitude of the area 2.09 16 2.08 15   0.835 
v) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.39 8 2.57 7   0.003 
w) nearness of restaurants 0.95 29 1.42 25 <0.001 
x) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.63 23 1.83 21   0.005 
y) chance to catch fish which qualify 

for GFP Trophy Angler Award 
 

1.08 
 

28 
 

0.96 
 

28 
 

  0.130 
z) presence of favorite fish 2.57 5 2.83 2 <0.001 
aa) marina facilities 1.73 22 1.90 18   0.043 
bb) bait and tackle shops nearby 2.24 13 2.28 12   0.498 
cc) good boat fishing opportunities 2.46 6 2.79 5 <0.001 
1Importance score: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Shadded cells are significant at the a=0.05 significance level 
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Table 143-A. Summary of factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot 
by resident and nonresident Oahe anglers (2003) that were statistically similar in mean 
importance (arranged from most similar to least similar). 

Mean Importance1 

Residents Nonresidents 
 
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot” Mean Rank Mean Rank 

 
p-value2 

1. natural beauty of the area 1.88 20 1.88 19   0.992 
2. good water quality 2.99 1 3.00 1   0.946 
3. solitude of the area 2.09 16 2.08 15   0.835 
4. bait and tackle shops nearby 2.24 13 2.28 12   0.498 
5. presence of good eating fish 2.74 2 2.82 4   0.229 
6. chance to catch fish which qualify 

for GFP Trophy Angler Award 
 

1.08 
 

28 
 

0.96 
 

28 
 

  0.130 
7. presence of large fish  1.98 19 2.07 16   0.108 
8. nearby parking spots 2.32 12 2.19 13   0.072 
1Importance score: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
 
 
 
Table 143-B. Summary of factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot 
rated significantly higher by resident Oahe anglers than by nonresident Oahe anglers 
(2003) (arranged from most similar to least similar). 

Mean Importance1 

Residents Nonresidents 
 
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot” Mean Rank Mean Rank 

 
p-value2 

1. area is stocked with fish 2.11 15 1.94 17   0.028 
2. easy fishing access 2.74 3 2.54 8   0.001 
3. few anglers, no crowding 2.37 9 2.12 14 <0.001 
4. because friends fish there 1.61 24 1.30 26 <0.001 
5. familiarity with the area 2.33 11 1.86 20 <0.001 
6. good shore fishing opportunities 1.52 25 0.95 29 <0.001 
7. family likes the area 2.45 7 1.74 24 <0.001 
8. close to home 2.02 18 1.09 27 <0.001 
1Importance score: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
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Table 143-C. Summary of factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot 
rated significantly higher by nonresident Oahe anglers than by resident Oahe anglers 
(2003) (arranged from most similar to least similar). 

Mean Importance1 

Residents Nonresidents 
 
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot” Mean Rank Mean Rank 

 
p-value2 

1. marina facilities 1.73 22 1.90 18   0.043 
2. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.39 8 2.57 7   0.003 
3. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.63 23 1.83 21   0.005 
4. easy boat access 2.62 4 2.83 3   0.006 
5. past success in the area 2.20 14 2.43 9   0.001 
6. species of fish found there 2.34 10 2.59 6 <0.001 
7. presence of favorite fish 2.57 5 2.83 2 <0.001 
8. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.46 26 1.78 23 <0.001 
9. ability to catch lots of fish 2.04 17 2.37 10 <0.001 
10. good boat fishing opportunities 2.46 6 2.79 5 <0.001 
11. because of the regulations there 1.45 27 1.82 22 <0.001 
12. nearness of restaurants 0.95 29 1.42 25 <0.001 
13. available accommodations 1.75 21 2.31 11 <0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 144. Gender of 2003 Lake Oahe anglers. 

Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Gender 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Male 232 46.2% 406 88.1% 
Female 270 53.8%   55 11.9% 
Total Number 502 100% 461 100% 
Pearson Chi-Square: X2=188.28; df=1; p<0.001 
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Table 145. Age distribution of 2003 Lake Oahe anglers. 

Nonresident Oahe Fishing License – 2003 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
AGE CATEGORY 

Number Percent Number Percent 
12 – 14     0   0.0%     3   0.7% 
15 – 17     161   3.2%     4   0.9% 
18 – 19   18   3.6%     2   0.4% 
20 – 24   44   8.8%   17   3.7% 
25 – 29   25   5.0%   20   4.3% 
30 – 34   29   5.8%   21   4.6% 
35 – 39   37   7.4%   34   7.4% 
40 – 44   64 12.9%   61 13.3% 
45 – 49   69 13.9%   53 11.5% 
50 – 54   72 14.5%   62 13.5% 
55 – 59   50 10.0%   49 10.7% 
60 – 64   46   9.2%   44   9.6% 
65 – 69   19   3.8%   46 10.0% 
70 – 74     7   1.4%   25   5.4% 
75 – 79     2   0.4%   14   3.0% 
80 – 84     0   0.0%     3   0.7% 
85 – 89     0   0.0%     2   0.4% 

Total Number 498 100% 460 100% 
Median Age 46.0  51.0  
Mean Age 43.7  50.3  
95% C.I. 42.5 – 45.0  48.9 – 51.6  
ANOVA:  F=47.46; df=1/956; p<0.001 
1One angler listed their age as 15. 
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   Section I. Resident One-Day 
   Section II. Nonresident Annual 
   Section III. Nonresident Family 
   Section IV. Nonresident Three-Day 
   Section V. Nonresident One-Day 
 
 
 
 

Table 146. Response rate for the fishing in South Dakota 2003 for the Resident One-
Day and Nonresident Angler Licenses surveys. 

Angler Licensees – 2003  
Parameters Resident 

One-Day 
Nonres. 
Annual 

Nonres. 
Family 

Nonres. 
3-Day 

Nonres. 
1-Day 

Initial Sample Size 1,200 980 485 1,135 1,730 
Undeliverable Questionnaires    170   55   19      82    146 
Undeliverable Rate 14.2% 5.6% 3.9% 7.2% 8.4% 
Final Sample Size 1,030 925 466 1,053 1,584 
Total Number Returned    503 707 369    682    933 
Total Return Rate 48.8% 76.4% 79.2% 64.8% 58.9% 
Number Returned Blank      13     5     1        7      15 
Percent Returned Blank 2.6% 0.7% 0.2% 1.0% 1.6% 
Total Number of Usable 
Questionnaires Returned 

 
   490 

 
702 

 
368 

 
   675 

 
   918 

Return Rate for Usable 
Questionnaires  

 
47.6% 

 
75.9% 

 
79.0% 

 
64.1% 

 
58.0% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 4 / Nonresident Angler Report 
     (Includes One-Day Resident Anglers) 

(Tables 146 – 232) 
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Section I.  Resident One-Day Fishing License 
 
Table 147. Number of days fishing in South Dakota during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by South Dakota residents with a Resident One-
Day Fishing License. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Days Fished in  
South Dakota Number Percent 
0   31   6.4% 
1 305 63.1% 
2   54 11.2% 
3   24   5.0% 
4   11   2.3% 
5     9   1.9% 
6 or more1   49 10.1% 
Total 483 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.32 1.23 – 1.41 
1It seems that the encoders for the license database incorrectly encoded some Resident Annual 
Licenses or other types of licenses as Resident One-Day Licenses.  This analysis will remove all 
the responses from anglers that fished 6 or mare days under the assumption that these were not 
likely One-Day License holders. 
 
 
 
Table 148. Fishing in the Black Hills during the entire year of 2003 (January 1 
through December 31, 2003) by South Dakota residents with a Resident One-Day Fishing 
License. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
NO 324 74.7% 
YES 110 25.3% 
Total 434 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1   83 78.3% 
2   10   9.4% 
3     6   5.7% 
4     5   4.7% 
5     2   1.9% 
Total 106 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.43 1.24 – 1.61 
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Table 149. Fishing in the Missouri River System during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by South Dakota residents with a Resident One-
Day Fishing License. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Fishing in the Missouri River 
System Number Percent 
NO 294 67.7% 
YES 140 32.3% 
Total 434 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1   92 71.3% 
2   26 20.2% 
3     8   6.2% 
4     2   1.6% 
5     1   0.8% 
Total 129 100% 
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.40 1.27 – 1.53 
   

And, if Yes, which specific 
waters did you fish… 

 
Number 

 
Percent of Cases 

Lake Oahe  35 28.2% 
Lake Sharpe  17 13.7% 
Lake Francis Case  30 24.2% 
River below Ft. Randall Dam  17 13.7% 
Lewis & Clark Lake  18 14.5% 
River below Gavins Pt. Dam  13 10.5% 
Total Cases 1241 104.8% 
   

And, if Yes, what percent of 
your total fishing in the 
Missouri River System was… 

Mean 
Percent 
of Time2 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent 
No 

Fishing3 

Percent 
100% 

Fishing4 

from shore 29.3% 21.9% - 36.7% 67.1% 27.1% 
from a boat 70.7% 63.3% - 78.1% 27.1% 67.1% 
through the ice   0.0% --   
1118 respondents listed one specific waters and 6 respondents listed two specific waters. 
2Based on 140 responses to this questions 
3Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
4Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 150. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by South Dakota 
residents with a Resident One-Day Fishing License. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 

Caught (N=233) Kept (N=233) 
 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 2.30 1.78 – 2.82 1.13 0.90 – 1.37 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
1.06 

 
0.66 – 1.46 

 
0.24 

 
0.10 – 0.39 

     

Northern pike 0.17 0.09 – 0.24 0.06 0.02 – 0.10 
     

Musky (tiger musky) 0.0258 -0.01 – 0.06 0 -- 
     

Trout (all species) 1.24 0.81 – 1.66 0.72 0.41 – 1.04 
     

Yellow Perch 2.13 0.29 – 3.98 0.76 0.06 – 1.45 
 
 
 
Table 151. Rating by South Dakota residents with a Resident One-Day Fishing 
License of the fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish 
caught.  

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   38   9.7% 
Poor (-1)   61 15.6% 
Fair  (0) 123 31.5% 
Good  (1) 102 26.1% 
Excellent  (2)   17   4.3% 
No Opinion (missing)   50 12.8% 
Total 391 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.00 -0.12 – 0.11 
 
 
 
Table 152. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by South Dakota residents with a 
Resident One-Day Fishing License)? 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 353 89.1% 
YES   43 10.9% 
Total 396 100% 
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Table 153. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by South 
Dakota residents with a Resident One-Day Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)   55 13.9% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2)   99 25.0% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1)   49 12.4% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 111 28.0% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   37   9.3% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   27   6.8% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   18   4.5% 
Number 396 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.67 0.51 – 0.84 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 203 51.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 111 28.0% 
DISSATISFIED 82 20.7% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 2.5 to 1 
 
 
 
Table 154.   Fishing with nonresident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
South Dakota residents with a Resident One-Day Fishing License. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 279 71.2% 
YES 113 28.8% 
Total 392 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 155-A – 155-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for 

many different reasons.  Please rate the importance of 
each reason for why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 155-A.  Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   75 18.0% 
1   24   5.8% 
2   33   7.9% 
3   65 15.6% 
4   80 19.2% 
5   79 18.9% 
6   38   9.1% 
7 Very Important   23   5.5% 
Total 417 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.33 3.13 – 3.53 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 155-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     5   1.2% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     7   1.7% 
3   27   6.5% 
4   47 11.3% 
5   87 20.9% 
6 114 27.3% 
7 Very Important 130 31.2% 
Total 417 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.54 5.41 – 5.68 
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Table 155-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   13   3.1% 
1     3   0.7% 
2   13   3.1% 
3   26   6.3% 
4   54 13.0% 
5 109 26.2% 
6   98 23.6% 
7 Very Important 100 24.0% 
Total 416 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.18 5.02 – 5.34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 155-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     4   1.0% 
1     1   0.2% 
2     2   0.5% 
3   11   2.6% 
4   38   9.1% 
5   73 17.5% 
6 116 27.8% 
7 Very Important 173 41.4% 
Total 418 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.89 5.77 – 6.01 
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Table 155-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 152 36.5% 
1   64 15.3% 
2   70 16.8% 
3   48 11.5% 
4   50 12.0% 
5   17   4.1% 
6     7   1.7% 
7 Very Important     9   2.2% 
Total 417 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.77 1.59 – 1.95 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 155-F.  Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     5   1.2% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     7   1.7% 
3     7   1.7% 
4   25   6.0% 
5   80 19.2% 
6 115 27.6% 
7 Very Important 178 42.7% 
Total 417 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.93 5.80 – 6.05 
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Table 155-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   84 20.1% 
1   54 12.9% 
2   60 14.4% 
3   55 13.2% 
4   86 20.6% 
5   46 11.0% 
6   19   4.6% 
7 Very Important   13   3.1% 
Total 417 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.68 2.49 – 2.87 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 155-H.  Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 240 57.7% 
1   70 16.8% 
2   39   9.4% 
3   23   5.5% 
4   27   6.5% 
5   10   2.4% 
6     2   0.5% 
7 Very Important     5   1.2% 
Total 416 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.01 0.86 – 1.16 
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Table 156. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by South Dakota residents with a Resident One-Day Fishing License. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 5.93 5.80 – 6.05 416 
2 Social 5.89 5.77 – 6.01 417 
3 Nature 5.54 5.41 – 5.68 416 
4 Excitement 5.18 5.02 – 5.34 415 
5 Food 3.33 3.13 – 3.53 416 
6 Accomplishment 2.68 2.49 – 2.87 416 
7 Trophy 1.77 1.59 – 1.95 416 
8 Competition 1.01 0.86 – 1.16 415 

 
 
 
Table 157. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by South Dakota residents 
with a Resident One-Day Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the 
most important reason for why you like fishing. 

Resident One-Day Fishing 
License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
179 

 
43.7% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
  84 

 
20.5% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation)   75 18.3% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
  56 

 
13.7% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   11   2.7% 
To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     3   0.7% 
To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
    2 

 
  0.5% 

To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
    0 

 
  0.0% 

Total 410 100% 
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Table 158. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of South Dakota resident anglers with a Resident One-Day Fishing 
License (2003). 

Types of Resident One-Day Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food 
Social 6.35 5.86 5.57 5.57 4.18 
Nature 5.55 6.35 5.32 5.14 3.91 
Relaxation 6.02 5.95 6.31 5.46 5.00 
Excitement 5.02 5.24 5.03 6.23 4.45 
Food 3.16 3.07 3.47 3.68 6.09 
Accomplishment 2.20 2.99 2.78 3.55 3.18 
Trophy 1.42 1.80 1.95 2.29 2.55 
Competition 0.81 0.99 1.16 1.23 1.00 
%  Sample 43.7% 20.5% 18.3% 13.7% 2.7% 
1The competition (N=3), trophy (N=2) and accomplishment (N=0) angler-types are not described 
here due to small sample sizes (see Table 157). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 159-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   23   5.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   40   9.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   55 13.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 155 37.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 145 34.7% 
Total 418 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.86 0.75 – 0.97 
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Tables 159-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   28   6.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   57 13.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 109 26.0% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 136 32.5% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   89 21.2% 
Total 419 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.48 0.37 – 0.59 
 
 
 
 
Tables 159-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2) 102 24.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   72 17.2% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 139 33.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)   80 19.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   26   6.2% 
Total 419 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.34 -0.46 – -0.23 
 
 
 
 
Tables 159-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   24   5.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   37   8.8% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   82 19.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 169 40.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 107 25.5% 
Total 419 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.71 0.60 – 0.82 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 160. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by Resident 
One-Day anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance values). 

Mean Importance1,2 Resident One-Day Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 2.81 2.71 – 2.90 
b) easy fishing access 2.46 2.37 – 2.55 
c) presence of good eating fish 2.37 2.26 – 2.49 
d) family likes the area 2.30 2.19 – 2.41 
e) few anglers, no crowding 2.28 2.20 – 2.37 
f) natural beauty of the area 2.26 2.15 – 2.36 
g) good shore fishing opportunities 2.12 2.00 – 2.24 
h) solitude of the area 2.10 1.99 – 2.20 
i) ability to catch lots of fish 2.05 1.95 – 2.15 
j) species of fish found there 2.05 1.94 – 2.16 
k) nearby parking spots 2.05 1.94 – 2.16 
l) area is stocked with fish 2.04 1.92 – 2.16 
m) presence of large fish  2.03 1.93 – 2.13 
n) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.00 1.88 – 2.11 
o) familiarity with the area 1.97 1.87 – 2.08 
p) presence of favorite fish 1.96 1.84 – 2.08 
q) past success in the area 1.92 1.81 – 2.03 
r) close to home 1.89 1.77 – 2.00 
s) easy boat access 1.82 1.69 – 1.95 
t) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.67 1.54 – 1.79 
u) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.63 1.52 – 1.74 
v) good boat fishing opportunities 1.62 1.49 – 1.74 
w) available accommodations 1.59 1.47 – 1.71 
x) bait and tackle shops nearby 1.52 1.41 – 1.64 
y) because friends fish there 1.46 1.34 – 1.57 
z) because of the regulations there 1.21 1.11 – 1.32 
aa) marina facilities 1.09 0.98 – 1.20 
bb) nearness of restaurants 0.83 0.73 – 0.93 
cc) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

0.71 
 

0.61 – 0.81 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Resident One-Day Anglers (N ranged between 401 and 406) 
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Table 161. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Resident One-Day anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

 
Importance Categories 

Resident One-Day Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality  (406)   3.7%   5.4% 20.9% 46.6% 23.4% 
b) easy fishing access  (403)   3.7%   7.7% 35.5% 45.2%   7.9% 
c) presence of good eating fish 

(402) 
 

11.7% 
 

  8.0% 
 

25.6% 
 

40.8% 
 

13.9% 
d) family likes the area  (404) 11.4%   8.4% 30.4% 38.1% 11.6% 
e) few anglers, no crowding  (405)   5.2%   9.4% 42.2% 38.3%   4.9% 
f) natural beauty of the area  (405)   9.1% 10.1% 34.1% 39.3%   7.4% 
g) good shore fishing opportunities 

(405) 
 

15.6% 
 

14.3% 
 

25.4% 
 

32.1% 
 

12.6% 
h) solitude of the area  (404) 10.6% 13.6% 36.6% 33.7%   5.4% 
i) ability to catch lots of fish  (405)   9.4% 16.0% 40.5% 28.6%   5.4% 
j) species of fish found there  (405) 13.1% 16.0% 29.4% 35.8%   5.7% 
k) nearby parking spots  (406) 13.5% 15.0% 29.3% 36.9%   5.2% 
l) area is stocked with fish  (403) 14.9% 14.1% 31.5% 31.0%   8.4% 
m) presence of large fish  (404)   9.9% 15.6% 40.3% 30.2%   4.0% 
n) number of fish of “keepable” 

size  (404) 
 

13.9% 
 

16.8% 
 

31.9% 
 

30.7% 
 

  6.7% 
o) familiarity with the area  (404) 13.4% 14.9% 36.4% 31.9%   3.5% 
p) presence of favorite fish  (404) 19.3% 12.6% 27.7% 33.9%   6.4% 
q) past success in the area  (403) 16.9% 12.7% 36.7% 29.0%   4.7% 
r) close to home  (404) 15.8% 16.8% 37.6% 22.3%   7.4% 
s) easy boat access  (404) 27.0% 13.1% 20.8% 29.2%   9.9% 
t) chance to catch “wild” fish (402) 26.4% 15.7% 28.9% 23.1%   6.0% 
u) chance to catch a variety of fish  

(405) 
 

22.0% 
 

17.0% 
 

39.5% 
 

18.8% 
 

  2.7% 
v) good boat fishing opportunities  

(404) 
 

30.7% 
 

12.4% 
 

27.5% 
 

23.5% 
 

  5.9% 
w) available accommodations  (404) 27.7% 18.3% 27.7% 19.6%   6.7% 
x) bait and tackle shops nearby 

(404) 
 

25.0% 
 

21.5% 
 

32.2% 
 

18.6% 
 

  2.7% 
y) because friends fish there  (404) 29.0% 22.3% 26.0% 19.6%   3.2% 
z) because of the regulations there  

(401) 
 

35.4% 
 

21.2% 
 

31.7% 
 

10.0% 
 

  1.7% 
aa) marina facilities  (405) 42.5% 20.0% 24.4% 11.9%   1.2% 
bb) nearness of restaurants  (402) 50.5% 23.4% 19.7%   5.5%   1.0% 
cc) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Award  (404) 

 
59.9% 

 
16.6% 

 
18.1% 

 
  3.5% 

 
  2.0% 
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Table 162. Gender of 2003 Resident One-Day anglers. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 227 53.4% 
Female 198 46.6% 
Total Number 425 100% 
 
 
 
 
Table 163. Age distribution of 2003 Resident One-Day anglers. 

Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

16 – 17   12   2.8% 
18 – 19   35   8.3% 
20 – 24   84 19.8% 
25 – 29   64 15.1% 
30 – 34   36   8.5% 
35 – 39   30   7.1% 
40 – 44   41   9.7% 
45 – 49   37   8.7% 
50 – 54   41   9.7% 
55 – 59   19   4.5% 
60 – 64   19   4.5% 
65 – 69     3   0.7% 
70 – 74     1   0.2% 
75 – 79     1   0.2% 
80 – 84     1   0.2% 

Total Number 424 100% 
Median Age 32.0  
Mean Age 35.2  
95% C.I. 33.9 – 36.6  
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Table 164. Resident One-Day anglers’ home county (2003). 
Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  

COUNTY NUMBER PERCENT 
1. Minnehaha 105 26.4% 
2. Pennington 52 13.1% 
3. Brown 18   4.5% 
4. Beadle 15   3.8% 
5. Codington 11   2.8% 
6. Brookings 10   2.5% 
7. Yankton 8   2.0% 
8. Davison 5   1.3% 
9. Lawrence 8   2.0% 
10. Aurora 1   0.3% 
11. Bennett 1   0.3% 
12. Bon Homme 4   1.0% 
13. Brule 0   0.0% 
14. Buffalo 1   0.3% 
15. Butte 5   1.3% 
16. Campbell 1   0.3% 
17. Charles Mix 6   1.5% 
18. Clark 1   0.3% 
19. Clay 11   2.8% 
20. Croson 0   0.0% 
21. Custer 6   1.5% 
22. Day 0   0.0% 
23. Deuel 2   0.5% 
24. Dewey 0   0.0% 
25. Douglas 4   1.0% 
26. Edmunds 2   0.5% 
27. Fall River 1   0.3% 
28. Faulk 0   0.0% 
29. Grant 4   1.0% 
30. Gregory 2   0.5% 
31. Haakon 0   0.0% 
32. Hamlin 2   0.5% 
33. Hand 3   0.8% 
34. Hanson 3   0.8% 
35. Harding 0   0.0% 
36. Hughes 8   2.0% 
37. Hutchinson 7   1.8% 
38. Hyde 0   0.0% 
39. Jackson 0   0.0% 
40. Jerauld 2   0.5% 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 164. Continued… Resident One-Day anglers’ home county (2003). 
Resident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  

COUNTY NUMBER PERCENT 
41. Jones 1   0.3% 
42. Kingsbury 1   0.3% 
43. Lake 1   0.3% 
44. Lincoln 26   6.5% 
45. Lyman 1   0.3% 
46. McCook 2   0.5% 
47. McPherson 0   0.0% 
48. Marshall 4   1.0% 
49. Meade 20   5.0% 
50. Mellette 0   0.0% 
51. Miner 2   0.5% 
52. Moody 0   0.0% 
53. Perkins 1   0.3% 
54. Potter 2   0.5% 
55. Roberts 1   0.3% 
56. Sanborn 1   0.3% 
57. Spink 4   1.0% 
58. Stanley 1   0.3% 
59. Sully 0   0.0% 
60. Tripp 0   0.0% 
61. Turner 5   1.3% 
62. Union 12   3.0% 
63. Walworth 1   0.3% 
64. Ziebach 1   0.3% 
65. Shannon 0   0.0% 
67. Todd 1   0.3% 
   
TOTAL 397 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Twenty-five unsolicited comments were provided by the Resident One-Day Fishing 
License holders – see Appendix H. 
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Section II.  Nonresident Annual Fishing License 
 
Table 165. Number of days fishing in South Dakota during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 Days Fished in  
South Dakota Number Percent 
0     7   1.0% 
1     8   1.2% 
2   33   4.8% 
3   61   8.8% 
4   45   6.5% 
5   65   9.4% 
6   65   9.4% 
7   57   8.2% 
8   28   4.1% 
9   14   2.0% 
10   81 11.7% 
11-20 146 21.1% 
21-30   57   8.2% 
31-40     9   1.3% 
41-50     8   1.2% 
51-75     6   0.9% 
76-99     1   0.1% 
Total 691 100% 
Median 8.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 11.2 10.5 – 12.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 4 
 

 264  
 

 
 
Table 166. Fishing in the Black Hills during the entire year of 2003 (January 1 
through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual Fishing 
License. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
NO 625 91.9% 
YES   55   8.1% 
Total 680 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1   4   7.4% 
2   4   7.4% 
3   4   7.4% 
4   4   7.4% 
5   7 13.0% 
6   8 14.8% 
7 – 10 10 18.5% 
11 – 20   8 14.8% 
21 – 50   4   7.4% 
51 – 99   1   1.9% 
Total 54 100% 
Median 6.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 9.8 6.67 – 12.89 
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Table 167. Fishing in the Missouri River System during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 Fishing in the Missouri River 
System Number Percent 
NO 267 39.0% 
YES 417 61.0% 
Total 684 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1     6   1.6% 
2   36   9.4% 
3   55 14.4% 
4   27   7.1% 
5   30   7.9% 
6   27   7.1% 
7 – 10   96 25.1% 
11 – 20   71 18.6% 
21 – 50   32   8.4% 
51 – 99     2   0.5% 
Total 382 100% 
Median 7.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 9.7 8.8 – 10.6 
   

And, if Yes, which specific 
waters did you fish… 

 
Number 

 
Percent of Cases 

Lake Oahe  171   41.5% 
Lake Sharpe  159   38.6% 
Lake Francis Case  224   54.4% 
River below Ft. Randall Dam  72   17.5% 
Lewis & Clark Lake  41   10.0% 
River below Gavins Pt. Dam  37     9.0% 
Total Cases 4121 170.9% 
   

And, if Yes, what percent of 
your total fishing in the 
Missouri River System was… 

Mean 
Percent 
of Time2 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent 
No 

Fishing3 

Percent 
100% 

Fishing4 

from shore   6.3% 4.3 – 8.3 84.4%   2.9% 
from a boat 91.0% 88.6 – 93.3   4.1% 79.5% 
through the ice   2.8% 1.4 – 4.1 94.1%   1.2% 
1171 respondents listed one specific water, 159 respondents listed two specific waters, 224 
respondents listed three specific waters, 72 respondents listed four specific waters, 41 respondents 
listed five specific waters, and 37 respondents listed all six of the listed specific waters. 
2Based on 410 responses to this questions 
3Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
4Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 168. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by nonresidents 
with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Caught (N=643) Kept (N=652) 

 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 52.38 45.06 – 59.70 12.17 10.90 – 13.43 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
7.06 

 
4.91 – 9.22 

 
0.90 

 
0.53 – 1.27 

     

Northern pike 4.40 3.46 – 5.34 1.23 0.83 – 1.64 
     

Musky (tiger musky) 0.0312 0.00 – 0.06 0.0230 -0.01 – 0.06 
     

Trout (all species) 2.19 1.06 – 3.31 0.73 0.37 – 1.08 
     

Yellow Perch 23.33 17.85 – 28.81 11.91 9.36 – 14.47 
 
 
 
Table 169. Rating by nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License of the 
fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   32   4.7% 
Poor (-1)   83 12.2% 
Fair  (0) 242 35.5% 
Good  (1) 258 37.8% 
Excellent  (2)   64   9.4% 
No Opinion (missing)     3   0.4% 
Total 682 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.35 0.28 – 0.43 
 
 
 
Table 170. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident 
Annual Fishing License)? 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 515 75.4% 
YES 168 24.6% 
Total 683 100% 
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Table 171. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3) 123 18.0% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 242 35.3% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1) 110 16.1% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   70 10.2% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   73 10.7% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   37   5.4% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   30   4.4% 
Number 685 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.06 0.93 – 1.19 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 475 69.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   70 10.2% 
DISSATISFIED 140 20.4% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.4 to 1 
 
 
 
Table 172.   Fishing with resident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with resident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 404 59.5% 
YES 275 40.5% 
Total 679 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 173-A – 173-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for 

many different reasons.  Please rate the importance of 
each reason for why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 173-A.  Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   46   6.6% 
1   34   4.9% 
2   51   7.4% 
3 101 14.6% 
4 153 22.1% 
5 162 23.4% 
6   79 11.4% 
7 Very Important   66   9.5% 
Total 692 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 4.04 3.90 – 4.18 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 173-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     5   0.7% 
1     6   0.9% 
2   10   1.4% 
3   62   9.0% 
4 111 16.0% 
5 159 23.0% 
6 149 21.5% 
7 Very Important 190 27.5% 
Total 692 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.31 5.20 – 5.42 
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Table 173-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     2   0.3% 
1     1   0.1% 
2     3   0.4% 
3   19   2.7% 
4   78 11.3% 
5 134 19.4% 
6 217 31.4% 
7 Very Important 238 34.4% 
Total 692 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.80 5.71 – 5.89 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 173-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     5   0.7% 
1     5   0.7% 
2   10   1.4% 
3   14   2.0% 
4   68   9.8% 
5 117 16.9% 
6 205 29.6% 
7 Very Important 269 38.8% 
Total 693 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.83 5.73 – 5.92 
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Table 173-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 153 22.1% 
1   64   9.2% 
2 102 14.7% 
3 107 15.5% 
4 110 15.9% 
5   81 11.7% 
6   44   6.4% 
7 Very Important   31   4.5% 
Total 692 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.77 2.61 – 2.92 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 173-F.  Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     3   0.4% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     3   0.4% 
3   15   2.2% 
4   46   6.7% 
5 114 16.5% 
6 196 28.4% 
7 Very Important 313 45.4% 
Total 690 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 6.05 5.96 – 6.13 
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Table 173-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   47   6.8% 
1   29   4.2% 
2   71 10.3% 
3   98 14.2% 
4 135 19.5% 
5 160 23.1% 
6   89 12.9% 
7 Very Important   63   9.1% 
Total 692 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 4.02 3.88 – 4.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 173-H. Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 356 51.4% 
1 113 16.3% 
2   88 12.7% 
3   38   5.5% 
4   32   4.6% 
5   34   4.9% 
6   12   1.7% 
7 Very Important   19   2.7% 
Total 692 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.31 1.17 – 1.45 
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Table 174. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 6.05 5.96 – 6.13 690 
2 Social 5.83 5.73 – 5.92 693 
3 Excitement 5.80 5.71 – 5.89 692 
4 Nature 5.31 5.20 – 5.42 692 
5 Food 4.04 3.90 – 4.18 692 
6 Accomplishment 4.02 3.88 – 4.16 692 
7 Trophy 2.77 2.61 – 2.92 692 
8 Competition 1.31 1.17 – 1.45 692 

 
 
 
Table 175. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by nonresidents with a 
Nonresident Annual Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the most 
important reason for why you like fishing. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing 
License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
204 

 
29.7% 

For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
198 

 
28.8% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation) 125 18.2% 
To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
  85 

 
12.4% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   45   6.5% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
  20 

 
  2.9% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     7   1.0% 
To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

     
    4 

 
  0.6% 

Total 688 100% 
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Table 176. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of nonresident anglers with a Nonresident Annual Fishing License 
(2003). 

Types of Nonresident Annual Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Excitement Relaxation Nature Food Accomplishment 

Social 6.37 5.52 5.79 5.86 5.60 4.25 
Excitement 5.71 6.20 5.46 5.68 5.59 5.85 
Relaxation 6.15 5.72 6.57 6.28 5.55 5.50 
Nature 5.41 4.85 5.33 6.44 4.66 5.05 
Food 3.97 4.31 3.90 3.42 6.13 2.40 
Accomplishment 4.05 4.04 3.63 3.99 3.56 6.20 
Competition 1.20 1.34 1.02 1.13 1.00 3.25 
Trophy 2.57 3.23 2.38 2.34 2.62 3.50 
%  Sample 29.7% 28.8% 18.2% 12.4% 6.5% 2.9% 
1The competition (N=7) and trophy (N=4) angler-types are not described here due to small 
sample sizes (see Table 175). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 177-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   84 12.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 117 16.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   61   8.8% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 253 36.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 176 25.5% 
Total 691 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.46 0.36 – 0.56 
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Tables 177-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   71 10.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 121 17.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 140 20.3% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 236 34.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 121 17.6% 
Total 689 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.31 0.22 – 0.40 
 
 
 
 
Tables 177-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2) 117 17.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 113 16.4% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 140 20.3% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 217 31.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 103 14.9% 
Total 690 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.11 0.01 – 0.21 
 
 
 
 
Tables 177-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   15   2.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   34   4.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   67   9.7% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 277 40.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 297 43.0% 
Total 690 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.17 1.10 – 1.24 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 178. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident Annual anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

Mean Importance1,2 Nonresident Annual Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 2.94 2.88 – 3.00 
b) presence of favorite fish 2.76 2.69 – 2.83 
c) presence of good eating fish 2.65 2.57 – 2.72 
d) good boat fishing opportunities 2.60 2.52 – 2.68 
e) easy boat access 2.57 2.50 – 2.65 
f) species of fish found there 2.57 2.50 – 2.64 
g) easy fishing access 2.46 2.39 – 2.54 
h) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.41 2.34 – 2.48 
i) past success in the area 2.32 2.25 – 2.39 
j) few anglers, no crowding 2.18 2.11 – 2.25 
k) nearby parking spots 2.12 2.04 – 2.19 
l) presence of large fish  2.11 2.04 – 2.18 
m) ability to catch lots of fish 2.11 2.04 – 2.18 
n) solitude of the area 2.05 1.98 – 2.13 
o) area is stocked with fish 2.00 1.91 – 2.08 
p) natural beauty of the area 1.99 1.91 – 2.07 
q) bait and tackle shops nearby 1.99 1.90 – 2.07 
r) available accommodations 1.97 1.88 – 2.06 
s) familiarity with the area 1.96 1.88 – 2.03 
t) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.87 1.79 – 1.94 
u) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.84 1.75 – 1.93 
v) family likes the area 1.80 1.71 – 1.89 
w) marina facilities 1.54 1.45 – 1.63 
x) because of the regulations there 1.53 1.44 – 1.61 
y) because friends fish there 1.28 1.19 – 1.37 
z) close to home 1.24 1.16 – 1.32 
aa) good shore fishing opportunities 1.18 1.09 – 1.27 
bb) nearness of restaurants 1.13 1.05 – 1.21 
cc) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

1.00 
 

0.91 – 1.08 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Nonresident Annual Anglers (N ranged between 674 – 687) 
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Table 179. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident Annual anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

 
Importance Categories 

Nonresident Annual Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality  (685)   1.0%   4.2% 18.5% 52.0% 24.2% 
b) presence of favorite fish  (686)   2.8%   5.0% 24.5% 49.0% 18.8% 
c) presence of good eating fish 

(679) 
 

  4.3% 
 

  5.9% 
 

25.2% 
 

50.4% 
 

14.3% 
d) good boat fishing opportunities 

(687) 
 

  6.7% 
 

  5.7% 
 

25.3% 
 

45.3% 
 

17.0% 
e) easy boat access  (682)   5.7%   8.8% 24.8% 43.7% 17.0% 
f) species of fish found there  (684)   3.1%   7.5% 32.5% 43.7% 13.3% 
g) easy fishing access  (687)   4.5%   9.8% 32.5% 41.3% 11.9% 
h) number of fish of “keepable” 

size  (683) 
 

  4.2% 
 

10.4% 
 

35.9% 
 

39.4% 
 

10.1% 
i) past success in the area  (683)   5.6%   9.2% 39.4% 39.2%   6.6% 
j) few anglers, no crowding  (685)   4.7% 14.0% 45.7% 29.9%   5.7% 
k) nearby parking spots  (682)   7.3% 19.1% 36.2% 29.5%   7.9% 
l) presence of large fish  (687)    6.3% 13.7% 49.2% 24.5%   6.4% 
m) ability to catch lots of fish  (685)   5.7% 16.1% 44.7% 28.3%   5.3% 
n) solitude of the area  (683)   8.2% 16.4% 43.2% 26.2%   6.0% 
o) area is stocked with fish  (684) 14.6% 13.6% 36.5% 27.8%   7.5% 
p) natural beauty of the area  (684) 10.7% 18.6% 36.8% 28.9%   5.0% 
q) bait and tackle shops nearby 

(684) 
 

11.3% 
 

19.4% 
 

35.1% 
 

27.9% 
 

  6.3% 
r) available accommodations  (684) 15.6% 14.8% 33.5% 28.9%   7.2% 
s) familiarity with the area  (685)   8.9% 21.9% 37.8% 27.2%   4.2% 
t) chance to catch a variety of fish  

(683) 
 

12.6% 
 

20.6% 
 

38.1% 
 

25.0% 
 

  3.7% 
u) chance to catch “wild” fish (674) 19.4% 14.5% 34.3% 26.3%   5.5% 
v) family likes the area  (676) 21.9% 15.7% 29.1% 27.2%   6.1% 
w) marina facilities  (684) 25.7% 22.8% 27.0% 20.3%   4.1% 
x) because of the regulations there  

(681) 
 

23.6% 
 

22.5% 
 

35.8% 
 

13.8% 
 

  4.3% 
y) because friends fish there  (682) 37.0% 19.6% 25.8% 14.1%   3.5% 
z) close to home  (682) 31.1% 26.5% 31.1% 10.0%   1.3% 
aa) good shore fishing opportunities  

(681) 
 

41.3% 
 

20.1% 
 

21.3% 
 

14.0% 
 

  3.4% 
bb) nearness of restaurants  (682) 38.3% 24.9% 24.2% 10.6%   2.1% 
cc) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Award  (682) 

 
46.8% 

 
20.8% 

 
21.0% 

   
  8.7% 

 
  2.8% 
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Table 180. Gender of 2003 Nonresident Annual anglers. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 606 87.6% 
Female   86 12.4% 
Total Number 692 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 181. Age distribution of 2003 Nonresident Annual anglers. 

Nonresident Annual Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

16 – 17   12   1.8% 
18 – 19   11   1.6% 
20 – 24   20   2.9% 
25 – 29   32   4.7% 
30 – 34   41   6.0% 
35 – 39   43   6.3% 
40 – 44   70 10.2% 
45 – 49   84 12.3% 
50 – 54   99 14.5% 
55 – 59   85 12.4% 
60 – 64   62   9.1% 
65 – 69   55   8.0% 
70 – 74   46   6.7% 
75 – 79   17   2.5% 
80 – 84     7   1.0% 
85 - 89     1   0.1% 

Total Number 685 100% 
Median Age 51.0  
Mean Age 50.0  
95% C.I. 48.9 – 51.1  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ninety-two unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Annual 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix I. 
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Section III.  Nonresident Family Fishing License 
 
Table 182. Number of days fishing in South Dakota during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Family 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 Days Fished in  
South Dakota Number Percent 
0     8   2.2% 
1     8   2.2% 
2   12   3.3% 
3   36 10.0% 
4   27   7.5% 
5   38 10.5% 
6   31   8.6% 
7   15   4.2% 
8   14   3.9% 
9     5   1.4% 
10   52 14.4% 
11-20   76 21.1% 
21-30   28   7.8% 
31-40     1   0.3% 
41-50     6   1.7% 
51-75     0   0.0% 
76-99     4   1.1% 
100+     1   0.3% 
Total 361 100% 
Median 8.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 11.0 9.8 – 12.3 
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Table 183. Fishing in the Black Hills during the entire year of 2003 (January 1 
through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Family Fishing License. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
NO 292 82.0% 
YES   64 18.0% 
Total 356 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1   5   7.9% 
2   5   7.9% 
3 14 22.2% 
4   3   4.8% 
5 12 19.0 
6   3   4.8% 
7 – 10 11 17.5% 
11 – 20   4   6.3% 
21 – 50   5   7.9% 
51 – 99   1   1.6% 
Total 63 100% 
Median 5.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 8.4 5.8 – 11.0 
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Table 184. Fishing in the Missouri River System during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident Family 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 Fishing in the Missouri River 
System Number Percent 
NO 184 51.5% 
YES 173 48.5% 
Total 357 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1     5   3.0% 
2   20 11.9% 
3   21 12.5% 
4   12   7.1% 
5   16   9.5% 
6   18 10.7% 
7 – 10   39 23.2% 
11 – 20   28 16.7% 
21 – 50     9   5.4% 
51 – 99     0   0.0% 
Total 168 100% 
Median 6.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 8.1 7.1 – 9.1 
   

And, if Yes, which specific 
waters did you fish… 

 
Number 

 
Percent of Cases 

Lake Oahe   55   32.7% 
Lake Sharpe   43   25.6% 
Lake Francis Case   90   53.6% 
River below Ft. Randall Dam   46   27.4% 
Lewis & Clark Lake   35   20.8% 
River below Gavins Pt. Dam   28   16.7% 
Total Cases  1681 176.8% 
   

And, if Yes, what percent of 
your total fishing in the 
Missouri River System was… 

Mean 
Percent 
of Time2 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent 
No 

Fishing3 

Percent 
100% 

Fishing4 

from shore 13.5% 8.9 – 18.0 71.7%   8.4% 
from a boat 85.1% 80.3 – 89.8   9.0% 68.1% 
through the ice   1.5% 0.0 – 3.0 95.8%   0.6% 
189 respondents listed one specific water, 50 respondents listed two specific waters, 15 
respondents listed three specific waters, 7 respondents listed four specific waters, and 7 
respondents listed five specific waters 
2Based on 168 responses to this questions 
3Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
4Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 185. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by nonresidents 
with a Nonresident Family Fishing License. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Caught (N=338) Kept (N=342) 

 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 43.70 32.65 – 54.75 9.11 7.73 – 10.48 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
7.18 

 
4.37 – 9.98 

 
0.72 

 
0.45 – 0.99 

     

Northern pike 4.48 3.40 – 5.56 1.42 0.96 – 1.88 
     

Musky (tiger musky) 0.0148 -0.01 – 0.04 0.0088 -0.01 – 0.03 
     

Trout (all species) 4.10 2.07 – 6.12 1.47 0.73 – 2.21 
     

Yellow Perch 17.56 10.67 – 24.45 8.96 6.40 – 11.52 
 
 
 
Table 186. Rating by nonresidents with a Nonresident Family Fishing License of the 
fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   26   7.3% 
Poor (-1)   51 14.3% 
Fair  (0) 112 31.4% 
Good  (1) 141 39.5% 
Excellent  (2)   22   6.2% 
No Opinion (missing)     5   1.4% 
Total 357 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.23 0.13 – 0.34 
 
 
 
Table 187. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident 
Family Fishing License)? 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 278 77.4% 
YES   81 22.6% 
Total 359 100% 
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Table 188. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident Family Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3)   62 17.2% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 116 32.2% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1)   63 17.5% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   39 10.8% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   46 12.8% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   17   4.7% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   17   4.7% 
Number 360 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.97 0.80 – 1.15 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 241 66.9% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   39 10.8% 
DISSATISFIED   80 22.2% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.0 to 1 
 
 
 
 
Table 189.   Fishing with nonresident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident Family Fishing License. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 190 54.1% 
YES 161 45.9% 
Total 351 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 190-A – 190-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for 

many different reasons.  Please rate the importance of 
each reason for why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 190-A.  Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   39 10.7% 
1   13   3.6% 
2   29   8.0% 
3   47 12.9% 
4   87 24.0% 
5   77 21.2% 
6   36   9.9% 
7 Very Important   35   9.6% 
Total 363 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.87 3.67 – 4.08 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 190-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     2   0.5% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     9   2.5% 
3   16   4.4% 
4   55 15.1% 
5   96 26.4% 
6   87 23.9% 
7 Very Important   99 27.2% 
Total 364 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.44 5.30 – 5.58 
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Table 190-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     0   0.0% 
1     1   0.3% 
2     2   0.5% 
3   12   3.3% 
4   35   9.6% 
5 108 29.6% 
6   99 27.1% 
7 Very Important 108 29.6% 
Total 365 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.67 5.56 – 5.79 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 190-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     0   0.0% 
1     2   0.5% 
2     4   1.1% 
3     5   1.4% 
4   35   9.6% 
5   69 18.9% 
6 109 29.8% 
7 Very Important 142 38.8% 
Total 366 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.90 5.78 – 6.02 
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Table 190-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   98 27.0% 
1   46 12.7% 
2   55 15.2% 
3   58 16.0% 
4   48 13.2% 
5   31   8.5% 
6   20   5.5% 
7 Very Important     7   1.9% 
Total 363 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.33 2.13 – 2.54 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 190-F.  Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     0   0.0% 
1     1   0.3% 
2     5   1.4% 
3     5   1.4% 
4   23   6.3% 
5   61 16.7% 
6 102 27.9% 
7 Very Important 168 46.0% 
Total 365 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 6.06 5.94 – 6.17 
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Table 190-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   36   9.9% 
1   24   6.6% 
2   32   8.8% 
3   54 14.8% 
4   74 20.3% 
5   80 22.0% 
6   43 11.8% 
7 Very Important   21   5.8% 
Total 364 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.71 3.51 – 3.91 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 190-H.  Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 227 62.2% 
1   50 13.7% 
2   37 10.1% 
3   19   5.2% 
4   17   4.7% 
5     8   2.2% 
6     6   1.6% 
7 Very Important     1   0.3% 
Total 365 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 0.91 0.76 – 1.06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 4 
 

 287  
 

 
 
Table 191. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident Family Fishing License. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 6.06 5.94 – 6.17 365 
2 Social 5.90 5.78 – 6.02 366 
3 Excitement 5.67 5.56 – 5.79 365 
4 Nature 5.44 5.30 – 5.58 364 
5 Food 3.87 3.67 – 4.08 363 
6 Accomplishment 3.71 3.51 – 3.91 364 
7 Trophy 2.33 2.13 – 2.54 363 
8 Competition 0.91 0.76 – 1.06 365 

 
 
 
Table 192. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by nonresidents with a 
Nonresident Family Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the most 
important reason for why you like fishing. 

Nonresident Family Fishing 
License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
116 

 
31.8% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation)   90 24.7% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
  76 

 
20.8% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
  48 

 
13.2% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   20   5.5% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
    9 

 
  2.5% 

To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
    5 

 
  1.4% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     1   0.3% 
Total 365 100% 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 4 
 

 288  
 

 
 
Table 193. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of nonresident anglers with a Nonresident Family Fishing License 
(2003). 

Types of Nonresident Family Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Relaxation Excitement Nature Food 
Social 6.38 5.64 5.66 5.90 5.90 
Relaxation 6.12 6.48 5.78 6.04 5.35 
Excitement 5.57 5.32 6.17 5.81 5.75 
Nature 5.52 5.26 5.17 6.29 5.00 
Food 3.82 3.58 4.13 3.21 6.45 
Accomplishment 3.57 3.64 3.88 3.88 3.70 
Trophy 2.15 2.03 2.96 1.73 2.60 
Competition 0.82 0.88 0.96 0.88 0.75 
%  Sample 31.8% 24.7% 20.8% 13.2% 5.5% 
1The accomplishment (N=9), trophy (N=5), and competition (N=1) angler-types are not described 
here due to small sample sizes (see Table 192). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 194-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   33   9.1% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   71 19.6% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   42 11.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 133 36.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   84 23.1% 
Total 363 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.45 0.32 – 0.58 
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Tables 194-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   35   9.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   78 21.5% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   58 16.0% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 125 34.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   67 18.5% 
Total 363 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.31 0.18 – 0.44 
 
 
 
 
Tables 194-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   69 19.0% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   68 18.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   80 22.0% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 100 27.5% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   47 12.9% 
Total 364 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.03 -0.17 – 0.10 
 
 
 
 
Tables 194-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)     6   1.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   18   4.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   31   8.5% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 154 42.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 155 42.6% 
Total 364 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.19 1.10 – 1.29 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 195. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident Family anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

Mean Importance1,2 Nonresident Family Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 3.01 2.94 – 3.09 
b) presence of favorite fish 2.65 2.55 – 2.75 
c) presence of good eating fish 2.64 2.54 – 2.74 
d) species of fish found there 2.54 2.45 – 2.64 
e) easy fishing access 2.41 2.32 – 2.51 
f) good boat fishing opportunities 2.41 2.29 – 2.52 
g) family likes the area 2.40 2.29 – 2.51 
h) easy boat access 2.39 2.27 – 2.51 
i) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.39 2.29 – 2.49 
j) past success in the area 2.36 2.26 – 2.46 
k) few anglers, no crowding 2.24 2.15 – 2.33 
l) ability to catch lots of fish 2.16 2.06 – 2.26 
m) solitude of the area 2.16 2.06 – 2.27 
n) presence of large fish  2.14 2.05 – 2.23 
o) natural beauty of the area 2.12 2.01 – 2.22 
p) area is stocked with fish 2.13 2.01 – 2.24 
q) nearby parking spots 2.05 1.95 – 2.16 
r) familiarity with the area 2.01 1.90 – 2.11 
s) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.99 1.88 – 2.10 
t) available accommodations 1.85 1.73 – 1.97 
u) bait and tackle shops nearby 1.84 1.72 – 1.95 
v) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.81 1.69 – 1.93 
w) because of the regulations there 1.54 1.43 – 1.66 
x) good shore fishing opportunities 1.46 1.33 – 1.59 
y) close to home 1.41 1.30 – 1.53 
z) because friends fish there 1.35 1.23 – 1.48 
aa) marina facilities 1.23 1.11 – 1.34 
bb) nearness of restaurants 0.97 0.88 – 1.07 
cc) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

0.85 
 

0.74 – 0.95 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Nonresident Family Anglers (N ranged between 354 – 364) 
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Table 196. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident Family anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

 
Importance Categories 

Nonresident Family Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality  (362)   0.3%   2.5% 17.1% 56.1% 24.0% 
b) presence of favorite fish  (363)   4.1%   6.1% 27.5% 44.9% 17.4% 
c) presence of good eating fish 

(361) 
 

  5.3% 
 

  6.6% 
 

23.0% 
 

49.0% 
 

16.1% 
d) species of fish found there  (361)   3.0%   8.0% 33.8% 41.8% 13.3% 
e) easy fishing access (362)   3.3%   9.4% 39.2% 38.7%   9.4% 
f) good boat fishing opportunities  

(363) 
 

10.2% 
 

  7.7% 
 

25.1% 
 

45.2% 
 

11.8% 
g) family likes the area  (364)   6.6% 11.8% 29.9% 38.7% 12.9% 
h) easy boat access  (362) 11.0%   7.7% 27.1% 39.5% 14.6% 
i) number of fish of “keepable” 

size  (360) 
 

  6.1% 
 

  6.9% 
 

38.9% 
 

37.8% 
 

10.3% 
j) past success in the area  (364)   5.5%   7.4% 41.5% 36.8%   8.8% 
k) few anglers, no crowding  (362)   5.0% 11.6% 43.4% 34.5%   5.5% 
l) ability to catch lots of fish  (362)   3.6% 19.6% 41.7% 27.3%   7.7% 
m) solitude of the area  (358)   6.7% 16.2% 39.1% 30.2%   7.8% 
n) presence of large fish   (363)   3.6% 14.6% 52.1% 24.0%   5.8% 
o) natural beauty of the area  (364)   8.5% 13.7% 39.8% 33.5%   4.4% 
p) area is stocked with fish  (362) 10.8% 13.5% 36.7% 30.1%   8.8% 
q) nearby parking spots  (362)   7.5% 20.4% 36.5% 30.7%   5.0% 
r) familiarity with the area  (361)   8.6% 17.5% 43.2% 26.3%   4.4% 
s) chance to catch a variety of fish  

(362) 
 

11.0% 
 

19.1% 
 

35.6% 
 

28.7% 
 

  5.5% 
t) available accommodations  (360) 17.8% 18.3% 31.4% 26.4%   6.1% 
u) bait and tackle shops nearby  

(364) 
 

16.5% 
 

19.8% 
 

33.0% 
 

25.3% 
 

  5.5% 
v) chance to catch “wild” fish (354) 18.1% 16.9% 35.6% 24.9%   4.5% 
w) because of the regulations there  

(358) 
 

22.3% 
 

22.9% 
 

36.9% 
 

13.7% 
 

  4.2% 
x) good shore fishing opportunities  

(362) 
 

32.9% 
 

19.9% 
 

21.8% 
 

19.3% 
 

  6.1% 
y) close to home  (362) 27.3% 24.3% 32.0% 12.2%   4.1% 
z) because friends fish there  (362) 33.1% 21.0% 26.2% 16.6%   3.0% 
aa) marina facilities  (362) 35.1% 23.5% 26.8% 13.0%   1.7% 
bb) nearness of restaurants  (361) 39.6% 29.1% 26.0%   5.0%   0.3% 
cc) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Award  (363) 

 
49.9% 

 
26.2% 

 
15.7% 

 
  6.1% 

 
  2.2% 
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Table 197. Gender of 2003 Nonresident Family anglers. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 338 92.9% 
Female   26   7.1% 
Total Number 364 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 198. Age distribution of 2003 Nonresident Family anglers. 

Nonresident Family Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

16 – 17     0   0.0% 
18 – 19     1   0.3% 
20 – 24     1   0.3% 
25 – 29   18   5.0% 
30 – 34   21   5.8% 
35 – 39   35   9.7% 
40 – 44   40 11.0% 
45 – 49   55 15.2% 
50 – 54   48 13.3% 
55 – 59   48 13.3% 
60 – 64   36   9.9% 
65 – 69   21   5.8% 
70 – 74   25   6.9% 
75 – 79   10   2.8% 
80 – 84     3   0.8% 

Total Number 362 100% 
Median Age 50.0  
Mean Age 50.8  
95% C.I. 49.5 – 52.2  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Forty-nine unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Family 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix J. 
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Section IV.  Nonresident Three-Day Fishing License 
 

Table 199. Number of days fishing in South Dakota during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 Days Fished in  
South Dakota Number Percent 
0     7   1.1% 
1   30   4.5% 
2 136 20.4% 
3 379 56.9% 
4   37   5.6% 
5   20   3.0% 
6   36   5.4% 
7     7   1.1% 
8     4   0.6% 
9     4   0.6% 
10     3   0.5% 
11-20     3   0.5% 
Total 666 100% 
Median 3.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 3.2 3.0 – 3.3 
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Table 200. Fishing in the Black Hills during the entire year of 2003 (January 1 
through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
NO 548 82.8% 
YES 114 17.2% 
Total 662 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1   10   8.8% 
2   28 24.6% 
3   62 54.4% 
4     5   4.4% 
5     6   5.3% 
6     3   2.6% 
Total 114 100% 
Median 3.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 2.81 2.62 – 3.00 
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Table 201. Fishing in the Missouri River System during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 Fishing in the Missouri River 
System Number Percent 
NO 308 46.7% 
YES 352 53.3% 
Total 660 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1   25   7.8% 
2   71 22.1% 
3 169 52.6% 
4   18   5.6% 
5     9   2.8% 
6   18   5.6% 
7 – 10     7   2.2% 
11 – 20     4   1.2% 
Total 321 100% 
Median 3.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 3.13 2.94 – 3.31 
   

And, if Yes, which specific 
waters did you fish… 

 
Number 

 
Percent of Cases 

Lake Oahe 110   33.1% 
Lake Sharpe 111   33.4% 
Lake Francis Case 123   37.0% 
River below Ft. Randall Dam   44   13.3% 
Lewis & Clark Lake   14     4.2% 
River below Gavins Pt. Dam   19     5.7% 
Total Cases  3321 126.7% 
   

And, if Yes, what percent of 
your total fishing in the 
Missouri River System was… 

Mean 
Percent 
of Time2 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent 
No 

Fishing3 

Percent 
100% 

Fishing4 

from shore 11.4% 8.3 – 14.5 82.4%   7.2% 
from a boat 88.0% 84.7 – 91.2   9.2% 81.8% 
through the ice   0.7% 0.03 – 1.34 97.4%   0.3% 
1257 respondents listed one specific waters, 63 respondents listed two specific waters, 10 listed 3 
specific waters, and 2 listed 4 specific waters 
2Based on 346 responses to this questions 
3Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
4Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 202. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by nonresidents 
with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Caught (N=594) Kept (N=597) 

 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 17.37 15.06 – 19.69 4.27 3.81 – 4.74 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
2.39 

 
1.81 – 2.97 

 
0.28 

 
0.19 – 0.38 

     

Northern pike 1.00 0.74 – 1.26 0.29 0.15 – 0.44 
     

Musky (tiger musky) 0.0135 0.003 – 0.024 0 -- 
     

Trout (all species) 2.10 1.54 – 2.67 0.69 0.47 – 0.91 
     

Yellow Perch 3.72 2.71 – 4.73 1.72 1.21 – 2.24 
 
 
 
Table 203. Rating by nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License of the 
fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   43   6.5% 
Poor (-1)   93 14.0% 
Fair  (0) 172 25.9% 
Good  (1) 257 38.7% 
Excellent  (2)   88 13.3% 
No Opinion (missing)   11   1.7% 
Total 664 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.39 0.31 – 0.47 
 
 
 
Table 204. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident 
3-Day Fishing License)? 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 580 87.1% 
YES   86 12.9% 
Total 666 100% 
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Table 205. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3) 177 26.5% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 207 30.9% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1)   98 14.7% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0)   60   9.0% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   70 10.5% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   31   4.6% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   25   3.7% 
Number 667 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.25 1.12 – 1.38 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 481 72.1% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION   60   9.0% 
DISSATISFIED 126 18.9% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.8 to 1 
 
 
 
Table 206.   Fishing with nonresident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 436 66.5% 
YES 220 33.5% 
Total 656 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 207-A – 207-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for 

many different reasons.  Please rate the importance of 
each reason for why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 207-A.  Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   71 10.6% 
1   33   4.9% 
2   54   8.0% 
3   91 13.6% 
4 148 22.1% 
5 136 20.3% 
6   74 11.0% 
7 Very Important   64   9.5% 
Total 671 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.84 3.69 – 4.00 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 207-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     6   0.9% 
1     4   0.6% 
2   14   2.1% 
3   35   5.2% 
4   88 13.1% 
5 137 20.4% 
6 172 25.6% 
7 Very Important 216 32.1% 
Total 672 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.53 5.42 – 5.64 
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Table 207-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     2   0.3% 
1     0   0.0% 
2     4   0.6% 
3   13   1.9% 
4   81 12.1% 
5 153 22.8% 
6 208 31.0% 
7 Very Important 211 31.4% 
Total 672 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.75 5.66 – 5.83 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 207-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     7   1.0% 
1     7   1.0% 
2     9   1.3% 
3   17   2.5% 
4   54   8.0% 
5 122 18.2% 
6 188 28.0% 
7 Very Important 268 39.9% 
Total 672 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.81 5.71 – 5.92 
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Table 207-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 151 22.5% 
1   66   9.9% 
2 109 16.3% 
3 115 17.2% 
4   98 14.6% 
5   70 10.4% 
6   43   6.4% 
7 Very Important   18   2.7% 
Total 670 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.62 2.47 – 2.77 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 207-F.  Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     4   0.6% 
1     4   0.6% 
2     3   0.4% 
3   10   1.5% 
4   43   6.4% 
5   96 14.3% 
6 191 28.5% 
7 Very Important 320 47.7% 
Total 671 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 6.08 5.99 – 6.17 
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Table 207-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   58   8.6% 
1   36   5.4% 
2   69 10.3% 
3 102 15.2% 
4 129 19.2% 
5 152 22.6% 
6   83 12.4% 
7 Very Important   43   6.4% 
Total 672 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.80 3.66 – 3.95 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 207-H.  Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 376 56.1% 
1 104 15.5% 
2   82 12.2% 
3   44   6.6% 
4   32   4.8% 
5   17   2.5% 
6     8   1.2% 
7 Very Important     7   1.0% 
Total 670 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 1.06 0.94 – 1.18 
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Table 208. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 6.08 5.99 – 6.17 671 
2 Social 5.81 5.71 – 5.92 672 
3 Excitement 5.75 5.66 – 5.83 672 
4 Nature 5.53 5.42 – 5.64 672 
5 Food 3.84 3.69 – 4.00 671 
6 Accomplishment 3.80 3.66 – 3.95 672 
7 Trophy 2.62 2.47 – 2.77 671 
8 Competition 1.06 0.94 – 1.18 670 

 
 
 
Table 209. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by nonresidents with a 
Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the most 
important reason for why you like fishing. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing 
License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
181 

 
27.2% 

For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
170 

 
25.5% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation) 149 22.4% 
To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
113 

 
17.0% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   31   4.7% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
  14 

 
  2.1% 

To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
    6 

 
  0.9% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     2   0.3% 
Total 666 100% 
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Table 210. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of nonresident anglers with a Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License 
(2003). 

Types of Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Excitement Relaxation Nature Food Accomplishment 

Social 6.38 5.60 5.64 5.60 5.77 4.86 
Excitement 5.54 6.23 5.42 5.83 5.61 5.21 
Relaxation 6.18 5.68 6.54 6.38 5.29 4.50 
Nature 5.55 5.07 5.36 6.63 5.26 4.79 
Food 3.81 3.94 3.69 3.28 6.35 2.93 
Accomplishment 3.63 3.81 3.68 3.92 4.10 5.36 
Trophy 2.32 2.69 2.69 2.43 3.23 3.50 
Competition 1.04 1.11 1.00 0.84 0.73 2.93 
%  Sample 27.2% 25.5% 22.4% 17.0%   4.7%   2.1% 
1The trophy (N=6) and competition (N=2) angler-types are not described here due to small 
sample sizes (see Table 209). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 211-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   69 10.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 109 16.2% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   64   9.5% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 252 37.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 177 26.4% 
Total 671 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.54 0.44 – 0.63 
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Tables 211-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   55   8.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 101 15.1% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 125 18.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 271 40.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 119 17.7% 
Total 671 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.44 0.35 – 0.53 
 
 
 
 
Tables 211-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2) 115 17.1% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 108 16.1% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 156 23.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 200 29.8% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   92 13.7% 
Total 671 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.07 -0.03 – 0.17 
 
 
 
 
Tables 211-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   13   1.9% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   33   4.9% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   43   6.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 263 39.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 321 47.7% 
Total 673 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.26 1.19 – 1.33 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 212. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident 3-Day anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

Mean Importance1,2 Nonresident 3-Day Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 2.98 2.92 – 3.05 
b) presence of good eating fish 2.66 2.58 – 2.73 
c) presence of favorite fish 2.62 2.54 – 2.69 
d) species of fish found there 2.55 2.48 – 2.62 
e) easy fishing access 2.38 2.30 – 2.45 
f) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.38 2.31 – 2.46 
g) ability to catch lots of fish 2.32 2.24 – 2.39 
h) presence of large fish  2.28 2.21 – 2.35 
i) good boat fishing opportunities 2.26 2.17 – 2.35 
j) easy boat access 2.26 2.17 – 2.35 
k) few anglers, no crowding 2.24 2.18 – 2.31 
l) natural beauty of the area 2.20 2.12 – 2.28 
m) past success in the area 2.17 2.09 – 2.25 
n) solitude of the area 2.14 2.07 – 2.22 
o) available accommodations 2.07 1.98 – 2.15 
p) bait and tackle shops nearby 2.01 1.93 – 2.09 
q) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.98 1.89 – 2.07 
r) area is stocked with fish 1.97 1.88 – 2.06 
s) nearby parking spots 1.97 1.89 – 2.05 
t) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.93 1.85 – 2.01 
u) family likes the area 1.79 1.69 – 1.88 
v) familiarity with the area 1.69 1.61 – 1.77 
w) because of the regulations there 1.54 1.46 – 1.62 
x) good shore fishing opportunities 1.52 1.42 – 1.62 
y) marina facilities 1.46 1.38 – 1.55 
z) because friends fish there 1.28 1.19 – 1.37 
aa) nearness of restaurants 1.23 1.15 – 1.31 
bb) close to home 1.08 1.00 – 1.16 
cc) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

0.96 
 

0.88 – 1.05 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Nonresident 3-Day Anglers (N ranged between 659 and 669) 
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Table 213. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident 3-Day anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean importance 
values). 

 
Importance Categories 

Nonresident 3-Day Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality  (669)   1.2%   3.4% 17.5% 51.6% 26.3% 
b) presence of good eating fish  

(669) 
 

  5.5% 
 

  6.7% 
 

23.2% 
 

45.7% 
 

18.8% 
c) presence of favorite fish  (668)   5.1%   6.6% 26.0% 46.3% 16.0% 
d) species of fish found there  (667)   3.0%   7.0% 33.3% 45.3% 11.4% 
e) easy fishing access  (667)   5.2% 10.6% 34.2% 41.1%   8.8% 
f) number of fish of “keepable” 

size  (668) 
 

  4.9% 
 

  9.7% 
 

36.5% 
 

39.7% 
 

  9.1% 
g) ability to catch lots of fish  (668)   4.2% 11.8% 41.5% 33.2%   9.3% 
h) presence of large fish  (668)   3.0% 10.9% 48.1% 31.1%   6.9% 
i) good boat fishing opportunities  

(668) 
 

13.9% 
 

  8.7% 
 

26.0% 
 

39.8% 
 

11.5% 
j) easy boat access  (664) 14.5%   8.6% 25.0% 40.7% 11.3% 
k) few anglers, no crowding  (666)   4.1% 12.2% 45.0% 32.7%   6.0% 
l) natural beauty of the area  (667)   7.3% 14.2% 35.8% 36.3%   6.3% 
m) past success in the area  (661)   9.4% 10.1% 39.6% 35.7%   5.1% 
n) solitude of the area  (664)   8.0% 13.9% 40.4% 31.5%   6.3% 
o) available accommodations  (666) 13.4% 14.4% 30.9% 34.7%   6.6% 
p) bait and tackle shops nearby  

(669) 
 

12.3% 
 

16.3% 
 

34.1% 
 

32.9% 
 

  4.5% 
q) chance to catch “wild” fish (659) 15.5% 13.4% 35.7% 28.8%   6.7% 
r) area is stocked with fish  (669) 14.6% 16.3% 33.5% 28.7%   6.9% 
s) nearby parking spots  (667) 11.7% 21.6% 30.7% 30.0%   6.0% 
t) chance to catch a variety of fish  

(664) 
 

11.7% 
 

17.2% 
 

41.9% 
 

24.5% 
 

  4.7% 
u) family likes the area  (665) 21.7% 16.7% 27.2% 30.2%   4.2% 
v) familiarity with the area  (666) 16.5% 23.4% 36.6% 21.0%   2.4% 
w) because of the regulations there  

(664) 
 

23.0% 
 

20.2% 
 

38.4% 
 

16.4% 
 

  2.0% 
x) good shore fishing opportunities  

(665) 
 

32.3% 
 

17.9% 
 

23.2% 
 

18.3% 
 

  8.3% 
y) marina facilities  (667) 28.0% 20.5% 30.4% 18.9%   2.1% 
z) because friends fish there  (668) 37.7% 19.2% 23.5% 16.5%   3.1% 
aa) nearness of restaurants  (667) 31.3% 28.8% 26.5% 12.0%   1.3% 
bb) close to home  (668) 38.0% 25.6% 27.4%   8.1%   0.9% 
cc) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Award  (667) 

 
47.4% 

 
22.3% 

 
19.5% 

 
  8.2% 

 
  2.5% 
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Table 214. Gender of 2003 Nonresident 3-Day anglers. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 583 86.6% 
Female   90 13.4% 
Total Number 673 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 215. Age distribution of 2003 Nonresident 3-Day anglers. 

Nonresident 3-Day Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

16 – 17   12   1.8% 
18 – 19   16   2.4% 
20 – 24   38   5.7% 
25 – 29   36   5.4% 
30 – 34   46   6.9% 
35 – 39   58   8.7% 
40 – 44   70 10.5% 
45 – 49   93 14.0% 
50 – 54   74 11.1% 
55 – 59   59   8.9% 
60 – 64   65   9.8% 
65 – 69   42   6.3% 
70 – 74   30   4.5% 
75 – 79   13   2.0% 
80 – 84   11   1.7% 
85 – 89     0   0.0% 
90 - 94     1   0.2% 

Total Number 664 100% 
Median Age 48.0  
Mean Age 47.4  
95% C.I. 46.2 – 48.6  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Seventy-five unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident Three-Day 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix K. 
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Section V.  Nonresident One-Day Fishing License 
 

Table 216. Number of days fishing in South Dakota during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Days Fished in  
South Dakota Number Percent 
0   19   2.1% 
1 485 53.1% 
2 186 20.4% 
3   91 10.0% 
4   45   4.9% 
5   30   3.3% 
6   14   1.5% 
7     9   1.0% 
8     4   0.4% 
9     1   0.1% 
10   11   1.2% 
11-20   15   1.6% 
21-30     3   0.3% 
Total 913 100% 
Median 1.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 2.3 2.1 – 2.4 
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Table 217. Fishing in the Black Hills during the entire year of 2003 (January 1 
through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing 
License. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
NO 640 71.8% 
YES 251 28.2% 
Total 891 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1 168 69.4% 
2   37 15.3% 
3   21   8.7% 
4     6   2.5% 
5     5   2.1% 
6     1   0.4% 
7 – 10     2   0.8% 
11 – 20     2   0.8% 
Total 242 100% 
Median 1.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 1.68 1.46 – 1.90 
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Table 218. Fishing in the Missouri River System during the entire year of 2003 
(January 1 through December 31, 2003) by nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day 
Fishing License. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Fishing in the Missouri River 
System Number Percent 
NO 517 58.6% 
YES 365 41.4% 
Total 882 100% 
   

If Yes, how many days did you fish? 
1 149 45.4% 
2   83 25.3% 
3   42 12.8% 
4   18   5.5% 
5   12   3.7% 
6     8   2.4% 
7 – 10   10   3.0% 
11 – 20     4   1.2% 
21 – 50     1   0.3% 
51 – 99     1   0.3% 
Total 328 100% 
Median 2.0  
Mean / 95% C.I. 2.61 2.16 – 3.05 
   

And, if Yes, which specific 
waters did you fish… 

 
Number 

 
Percent of Cases 

Lake Oahe 105   31.9% 
Lake Sharpe   65   19.8% 
Lake Francis Case 130   39.5% 
River below Ft. Randall Dam   54   16.4% 
Lewis & Clark Lake   26       7.9% 
River below Gavins Pt. Dam   31       9.4% 
Total Cases  3291 124.9% 
   

And, if Yes, what percent of 
your total fishing in the 
Missouri River System was… 

Mean 
Percent 
of Time2 

 
95% C. I. 

Percent 
No 

Fishing3 

Percent 
100% 

Fishing4 

from shore 19.1% 15.2 – 23.1 76.7% 16.9% 
from a boat 80.8% 76.9 – 84.7 17.2% 76.4% 
through the ice   0.1% -0.01 – 0.19 99.2%   0.0% 
1259 respondents listed one specific waters, 60 respondents listed two specific waters, 8 listed 3 
specific waters, and 2 listed 4 specific waters 
2Based on 360 responses to this questions 
3Did not do any fishing in that category (type) of fishing 
4Did all of their fishing (100%) in that category (type) of fishing 
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Table 219. Estimated number of fish caught and kept during 2003 by nonresidents 
with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Caught (N=713) Kept (N=719) 

 
Fish  

Mean 95% C. I. Mean 95% C. I. 
Walleye and/or sauger 9.32 7.62 – 11.02 2.82 2.42 – 3.21 
     

Bass (largemouth 
and/or smallmouth) 

 
1.66 

 
1.22 – 2.10 

 
0.46 

 
0.27 – 0.65 

     

Northern pike 0.77 0.56 – 0.99 0.42 0.17 – 0.68 
     

Musky (tiger musky) 0.0505 0.01 – 0.09 0.0236 -0.01 – 0.05 
     

Trout (all species) 2.09 1.61 – 2.57 0.70 0.39 – 1.01 
     

Yellow Perch 3.11 1.56 – 4.66 1.65 0.96 – 2.39 
 
 
 
Table 220. Rating by nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing License of 
the fishing in South Dakota for 2003 in terms of numbers and size of fish caught.  

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Rating of Fishing in South 
Dakota for 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Poor  (-2)   70   7.8% 
Poor (-1) 118 13.2% 
Fair  (0) 258 28.9% 
Good  (1) 323 36.2% 
Excellent  (2)   84   9.4% 
No Opinion (missing)   39   4.4% 
Total 892 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.27 0.20 – 0.35 
 
 
 
Table 221. During any of your fishing in South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the 
area that you were fishing was crowded (evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident 
One-Day Fishing License)? 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Evaluation of Crowding Number Percent 
NO 803 89.8% 
YES   91 10.2% 
Total 894 100% 
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Table 222. Satisfaction with fishing in South Dakota in 2003 (evaluation by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing License): Overall, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied were you with your total South Dakota fishing last year (2003)? 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Satisfaction – 2003 (scale) Number Percent 
Very Satisfied (+3) 215 24.1% 
Moderately Satisfied (+2) 257 28.8% 
Slightly Satisfied (+1) 138 15.5% 
Neutral/No Opinion (0) 121 13.5% 
Slightly Dissatisfied (-1)   81   9.1% 
Moderately Dissatisfied (-2)   44   4.9% 
Very Dissatisfied (-3)   37   4.1% 
Number 893 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.14 1.03 – 1.25 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
SATISFIED 610 68.3% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 121 13.5% 
DISSATISFIED 159 17.8% 
Ratio: Satisfied : Dissatisfied 3.8 to 1 
 
 
 
Table 223.   Fishing with nonresident friends or relatives in South Dakota in 2003 by 
nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Fishing with nonresident 
friends or relatives Number Percent 
NO 485 55.3% 
YES 392 44.7% 
Total 877 100% 
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Motivations for Fishing 
 
Tables 224-A – 224-H. Reasons for enjoying fishing − People enjoy fishing for 

many different reasons.  Please rate the importance of 
each reason for why you like to fish in South Dakota. 

 
Table 224-A.  Importance of reason: To bring fish home for food. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Food 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 157 17.3% 
1   56   6.2% 
2   81   9.0% 
3 140 15.5% 
4 154 17.0% 
5 156 17.2% 
6   74   8.2% 
7 Very Important   87   9.6% 
Total 905 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.41 3.27 – 3.55 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 224-B. Importance of reason: To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Nature 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     9   1.0% 
1     3   0.3% 
2   12   1.3% 
3   57   6.3% 
4 113 12.4% 
5 184 20.3% 
6 231 25.4% 
7 Very Important 299 32.9% 
Total 908 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.56 5.47 – 5.65 
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Table 224-C. Importance of reason: For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Excitement 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     9   1.0% 
1     6   0.7% 
2   10   1.1% 
3   29   3.2% 
4 115 12.7% 
5 195 21.5% 
6 287 31.6% 
7 Very Important 256 28.2% 
Total 907 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.58 5.49 – 5.67 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 224-D. Importance of reason: For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Social 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important   15   1.6% 
1     6   0.7% 
2   16   1.8% 
3   27   3.0% 
4   84   9.2% 
5 166 18.2% 
6 269 29.5% 
7 Very Important 328 36.0% 
Total 911 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.70 5.61 – 5.80 
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Table 224-E. Importance of reason: To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 
otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Trophy 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 269 29.7% 
1 103 11.4% 
2 121 13.4% 
3 126 13.9% 
4 121 13.4% 
5   82   9.1% 
6   51   5.6% 
7 Very Important   33   3.6% 
Total 906 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 2.38 2.24 – 2.52 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 224-F.  Importance of reason: To get away and relax. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Relaxation 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important     5   0.6% 
1     7   0.8% 
2     7   0.8% 
3   23   2.5% 
4   59   6.5% 
5 146 16.1% 
6 263 28.9% 
7 Very Important 399 43.9% 
Total 909 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 5.97 5.89 – 6.05 
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Table 224-G. Importance of reason: To learn and prefect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler.  

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Accomplishment 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 119 13.1% 
1   66   7.3% 
2   94 10.4% 
3 129 14.2% 
4 203 22.4% 
5 140 15.5% 
6   88   9.7% 
7 Very Important   67   7.4% 
Total 906 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 3.48 3.34 – 3.61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 224-H.  Importance of reason: To compete in a fishing tournament. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Competition 

 
IMPORTANCE 

Number Percent 
0 Not At All Important 541 59.8% 
1 136 15.0% 
2   88   9.7% 
3   62   6.9% 
4   38   4.2% 
5   13   1.4% 
6   12   1.3% 
7 Very Important   15   1.7% 
Total 905 100% 
MEAN / 95% C. I. 0.99 0.88 – 1.09 
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Table 225. Average rating of importance of reasons for liking fishing in South Dakota 
evaluation by nonresidents with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing License. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 
Rank Reason Mean 95% C.I. Number 

1 Relaxation 5.97 5.89 – 6.05 909 
2 Social 5.70 5.61 – 5.80 911 
3 Excitement 5.58 5.49 – 5.67 907 
4 Nature 5.56 5.47 – 5.65 908 
5 Accomplishment 3.48 3.34 – 3.61 906 
6 Food 3.41 3.27 – 3.55 905 
7 Trophy 2.38 2.24 – 2.52 906 
8 Competition 0.99 0.88 – 1.09 905 

 
 
 
Table 226. Main reason for liking fishing in South Dakota by nonresidents with a 
Nonresident One-Day Fishing License − Overall, which statement best describes the most 
important reason for why you like fishing. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing 
License – 2003 

 
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
266 

 
29.8% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
200 

 
22.4% 

For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
191 

 
21.4% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation) 162 18.1% 
To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)   43   4.8% 
To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment) 

 
  18 

 
  2.0% 

To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or otherwise 
to demonstrate fishing skills and accomplishment. 
(Trophy) 

 
  13 

 
  1.5% 

To compete in a fishing tournament.  (Competition)     1   0.1% 
Total 894 100% 
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Table 227. Summary of mean ratings of the reasons for liking to fish in South Dakota 
for each of the types of nonresident anglers with a Nonresident One-Day Fishing License 
(2003). 

Types of Nonresident One-Day Fishing License Anglers– 20031 Ratings of 
Reasons Social Nature Excitement Relaxation Food Accomplishment 

Social 6.31 5.56 5.49 5.36 5.35 5.06 
Nature 5.48 6.47 5.14 5.38 5.09 5.50 
Excitement 5.20 5.53 6.19 5.44 5.74 6.17 
Relaxation 5.97 6.18 5.70 6.36 5.35 5.67 
Food 3.37 2.44 3.67 3.59 6.35 2.89 
Accomplishment 3.00 3.48 3.86 3.37 3.53 6.00 
Trophy 2.06 1.77 2.83 2.59 2.53 3.44 
Competition 0.80 0.75 1.25 1.00 1.07 1.89 
%  Sample 29.8% 22.4% 21.4% 18.1%   4.8%   2.0% 
1The trophy (N=13) and competition (N=1) angler-types are not described here due to small 
sample sizes (see Table 226). 
 
 
 
 
 
Attitudes Related to the Importance of Catching Fish 
 
Tables 228-A.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – A fishing trip 
can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   70   7.8% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 124 13.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   86   9.5% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 344 38.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 278 30.8% 
Total 902 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.71 0.62 – 0.79 
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Tables 228-B.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – The bigger 
the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   87   9.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 118 13.1% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 207 23.0% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 318 35.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 171 19.0% 
Total 901 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 0.41 0.33 – 0.49 
 
 
 
 
Tables 228-C.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching a 
limit of fish to take home is important to me. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2) 200 22.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 169 18.7% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 229 25.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 213 23.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+2)   91 10.1% 
Total 902 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. -0.19 -0.28 – -0.11 
 
 
 
 
Tables 228-D.  Attitudes related to the importance of catching fish – Catching fish 
is an important component of fishing. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003 Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. Number Percent 
Strongly Disagree  (-2)   33   3.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   47   5.2% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0)   92 10.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 401 44.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+2) 330 36.5% 
Total 903 100% 
Mean / 95% C. I. 1.05 0.98 – 1.12 
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Factors important for selecting a “good fishing spot” 
 
Table 229. Factors important (by mean) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident One-Day anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean 
importance values). 

Mean Importance1,2 Nonresident One-Day Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” Mean 95% C. I. 
a) good water quality 2.95 2.89 – 3.00 
b) presence of good eating fish 2.43 2.36 – 2.50 
c) species of fish found there 2.38 2.31 – 2.45 
d) easy fishing access 2.36 2.29 – 2.42 
e) presence of favorite fish 2.32 2.25 – 2.39 
f) natural beauty of the area 2.32 2.26 – 2.39 
g) few anglers, no crowding 2.32 2.26 – 2.38 
h) number of fish of “keepable” size 2.13 2.06 – 2.21 
i) ability to catch lots of fish 2.12 2.06 – 2.19 
j) presence of large fish  2.10 2.03 – 2.16 
k) easy boat access 2.10 2.01 – 2.18 
l) solitude of the area 2.09 2.02 – 2.16 
m) nearby parking spots 2.01 1.94 – 2.08 
n) past success in the area 1.99 1.91 – 2.07 
o) good boat fishing opportunities 1.97 1.89 – 2.05 
p) family likes the area 1.96 1.88 – 2.04 
q) area is stocked with fish 1.96 1.88 – 2.04 
r) chance to catch “wild” fish 1.93 1.86 – 2.01 
s) bait and tackle shops nearby 1.83 1.75 – 1.91 
t) chance to catch a variety of fish 1.78 1.71 – 1.85 
u) available accommodations 1.75 1.67 – 1.83 
v) good shore fishing opportunities 1.74 1.65 – 1.82 
w) familiarity with the area 1.71 1.64 – 1.78 
x) because of the regulations there 1.43 1.35 – 1.50 
y) marina facilities 1.27 1.20 – 1.35 
z) because friends fish there 1.26 1.18 – 1.33 
aa) close to home 1.19 1.12 – 1.27 
bb) nearness of restaurants 0.99 0.93 – 1.06 
cc) chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP 

Trophy Angler Award 
 

0.83 
 

0.76 – 0.90 
1Importance scale: 0=Not Important, 1=Slightly Important, 2=Moderately Important, 3=Very 
Important; and 4=Critical 
2Nonresident One-Day Anglers (N ranged between 883 and 898) 
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Table 230. Factors important (by percent) for selecting a good fishing spot by 
Nonresident One-Day anglers (2003) (arranged according to descending mean 
importance values). 

 
Importance Categories 

Nonresident One-Day Anglers –  
Factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot”  (N) Not Slightly Moderately Very Critical 
a) good water quality  (891)   2.4%   3.0% 18.5% 49.8% 26.3% 
b) presence of good eating fish  

(897) 
 

10.4% 
 

  7.7% 
 

23.2% 
 

46.0% 
 

12.7% 
c) species of fish found there  (895)   7.0% 10.8% 29.8% 41.5% 10.8% 
d) easy fishing access  (897)   5.1% 10.4% 36.2% 40.4%   7.9% 
e) presence of favorite fish  (896)   9.8% 10.3% 29.4% 39.4% 11.2% 
f) natural beauty of the area  (893)   6.6% 12.0% 32.7% 40.0%   8.7% 
g) few anglers, no crowding  (894)   4.5% 11.1% 39.4% 38.4%   6.7% 
h) number of fish of “keepable” 

size  (897) 
 

12.0% 
 

12.0% 
 

33.9% 
 

34.7% 
 

  7.4% 
i) ability to catch lots of fish  (898)   7.0% 14.1% 43.7% 30.0%   5.2% 
j) presence of large fish  (895)   6.6% 15.5% 44.6% 28.3%   5.0% 
k) easy boat access  (894) 17.8% 10.4% 27.5% 32.9% 11.4% 
l) solitude of the area  (890) 10.9% 13.0% 37.6% 32.7%   5.7% 
m) nearby parking spots  (896) 11.6% 17.7% 34.4% 30.6%   5.7% 
n) past success in the area  (891) 17.2% 11.7% 32.1% 33.0%   6.1% 
o) good boat fishing opportunities  

(893) 
 

20.7% 
 

13.1% 
 

23.5% 
 

33.8% 
 

  8.8% 
p) family likes the area  (892) 18.7% 13.7% 28.0% 31.7%   7.8% 
q) area is stocked with fish  (892) 16.3% 16.0% 31.8% 27.5%   8.4% 
r) chance to catch “wild” fish (883) 17.0% 13.9% 34.0% 28.9%   6.2% 
s) bait and tackle shops nearby  

(893) 
 

20.2% 
 

16.1% 
 

30.5% 
 

27.3% 
 

  5.9% 
t) chance to catch a variety of fish  

(892) 
 

16.5% 
 

18.9% 
 

38.3% 
 

22.3% 
 

  3.9% 
u) available accommodations  (894) 20.7% 18.7% 30.4% 25.4%   4.8% 
v) good shore fishing opportunities  

(895) 
 

25.9% 
 

15.5% 
 

25.5% 
 

25.1% 
 

  7.9% 
w) familiarity with the area  (890) 18.1% 20.4% 37.1% 21.1%   3.3% 
x) because of the regulations there  

(887) 
 

27.6% 
 

22.0% 
 

33.1% 
 

14.4% 
 

  2.8% 
y) marina facilities  (888) 34.7% 21.8% 26.8% 14.6%   2.0% 
z) because friends fish there  (896) 36.9% 21.3% 23.8% 15.2%   2.8% 
aa) close to home  (894) 37.2% 21.1% 28.9% 10.6%   2.1% 
bb) nearness of restaurants  (891) 41.5% 27.8% 21.3%   8.3%   1.0% 
cc) chance to catch fish which 

qualify for GFP Trophy Angler 
Award  (985) 

 
54.6% 

 
19.2% 

 
16.8% 

 
  7.4% 

 
  2.0% 
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Table 231. Gender of 2003 Nonresident One-Day anglers. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
Gender Number Percent 
Male 750 82.5% 
Female 159 17.5% 
Total Number 909 100% 
 
 
 
 
Table 232. Age distribution of 2003 Nonresident One-Day anglers. 

Nonresident One-Day Fishing License – 2003  
AGE CATEGORY Number Percent 

16 – 17   14   1.6% 
18 – 19   30   3.4% 
20 – 24   46   5.2% 
25 – 29   57   6.4% 
30 – 34   53   6.0% 
35 – 39   84   9.5% 
40 – 44 105 11.8% 
45 – 49 108 12.2% 
50 – 54 110 12.4% 
55 – 59   82   9.2% 
60 – 64   83   9.4% 
65 – 69   54   6.1% 
70 – 74   33   3.7% 
75 – 79   17   1.9% 
80 – 84     6   0.7% 
85 – 89     3   0.3% 
90 – 94     2   0.2% 

Total Number 887 100% 
Median Age 47.0  
Mean Age 46.6  
95% C.I. 45.6 – 47.6  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Seventy-five unsolicited comments were provided by the Nonresident One-Day 
Fishing License holders – see Appendix L. 
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   Section I. Angler Motivational Model 
   Section II. Catching Fish Model  
   Section III. Factors for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Model  
   Section IV. Selected Evaluations of the Various Angler Models  
   Section V. Comparing the Technology in Fishing Model with the Various Angler  

Models  
 
 
Section I – Angler Motivational Model 
 
 
Table 233. Angler Motivational Model – main reason for liking fishing in South 
Dakota. 

Resident Annual Anglers   
TOP REASON 

Number Percent 
For companionship, enjoying the time spent with 
friends and/or family.  (Social) 

 
   828 

 
28.0% 

To enjoy nature, the outdoors and the beauty of the 
area.  (Nature) 

 
   734 

 
24.8% 

To get away and relax.  (Relaxation)    615 20.8% 
For the excitement that fishing provides, e.g., the 
feeling one gets when you have a fish on the line, etc.  
(Excitement) 

 
   486 

 
16.4% 

To bring fish home to eat.  (Food)    228   7.7% 
Sports Angler: 
• To catch a trophy fish to hand on the wall or 

otherwise to demonstrate fishing skills and 
accomplishment. (Trophy – 1.1%) 

• To learn and perfect fishing skills to become a 
proficient angler. (Accomplishment – 0.8%) 

• To compete in a fishing tournament.  
(Competition – 0.4%) 

 
 
 
 

   67 
 

 
 
 
 

  2.3% 

Total 2,958 100% 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 5 / Angler Models – Understanding 
the Resident Angler (Tables 233 – 311) 
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Table 234. Angler profiles based on motivations for fishing. 

Types of Anglers Ratings of 
Reasons1 

Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Sports2 

Social 6.52 5.61 5.42 5.55 5.12 5.49 
Nature 5.96 6.59 5.87 5.80 5.42 5.67 
Relaxation 6.06 6.15 6.55 5.77 5.25 5.68 
Excitement 5.55 5.72 5.53 6.45 5.65 5.84 
Food 3.68 3.71 3.53 4.10 6.11 3.57 
Trophy 2.29 2.10 2.12 3.08 2.24 4.33 
Accomplishment 3.07 3.35 3.21 3.71 2.78 4.71 
Competition 0.98 0.84 0.96 1.28 0.79 2.58 
%  Sample 28.0% 24.8% 20.8% 16.4% 7.7% 2.3% 
1Ratings: 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important. 
2The Sports Angler combines the three motivations of trophy, accomplishment and competition. 
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Table 235. Description of motivational angler-types based on factors for selecting a 
“attitudes related to catching fish.” 
Attitude  Angler Type Mean Attitude1 95% C.I. 

Nature 1.12 1.04 – 1.19 
Relaxation 1.00 0.92 – 1.09 
Social 0.88 0.80 – 0.96 
Sports Angler 0.52 0.23 – 0.81 
Excitement 0.32 0.21 – 0.44 

A fishing trip can be satisfying 
to me even if I don’t catch any 
fish. 

Food 0.04 -0.14 – 0.21 
Total 0.80 0.76 – 0.84 
ANOVA:  F=53.92; df=5/2,944; p<0.001 

 

Attitude  Angler Type Mean Attitude1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler  0.90 0.62 – 1.17 
Excitement  0.54 0.44 – 0.65 
Food  0.11 -0.06 – 0.28 
Social  0.05 -0.02 – 0.13 
Relaxation  0.01 -0.09 – 0.11 

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

Nature -0.11 -0.20 – -0.02 
Total  0.11 0.06 – 0.15 
ANOVA:  F=24.88; df=5/2,938; p<0.001 

 

Attitude  Angler Type Mean Attitude1 95% C.I. 
Food  0.90 0.73 – 1.06 
Excitement -0.08 -0.18 – 0.03 
Sports Angler -0.36 -0.65 – -0.07 
Social -0.38 -0.46 – -0.30 
Relaxation -0.45 -0.54 – -0.35 

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

Nature -0.57 -0.65 – -0.48 
Total -0.29 -0.34 – -0.25 
ANOVA:  F=59.01; df=5/2,942; p<0.001 

 

Attitude  Angler Type Mean Attitude1 95% C.I. 
Food 1.40 1.29 – 1.51 
Excitement 1.15 1.07 – 1.24 
Sports Angler 0.82 0.54 – 1.10 
Social 0.72 0.65 – 0.80 
Nature 0.56 0.47 – 0.64 

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

Relaxation 0.50 0.41 – 0.59 
Total 0.76 0.72 – 0.80 
ANOVA:  F=43.53; df=5/2,944; p<0.001 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 236. Motivational angler-type profiles based on factors for selecting a “good 
fishing spot.” 

Social Anglers 
Scale Value Factor (Situations and Conditions) 
Very Important 
(3.00 – 3.99) 

(none)  

2.96 good water quality 
2.61 easy fishing access 
2.56 family likes the area 
2.47 presence of good eating fish 
2.39 species of fish found there 
2.39 presence of favorite fish 
2.33 few anglers, no crowding 
2.27 natural beauty of the area 
2.24 past success in the area 
2.22 familiarity with the area 
2.12 solitude of the area 
2.11 number of “keepable” fish 
2.09 easy boat access 
2.09 nearby parking spots 

Moderately  
Important 
(2.00 – 2.99) 

2.03 close to home 
1.99 good shore fishing opportunities 
1.99 area is stocked with fish 
1.98 ability to catch lots of fish 
1.97 presence of large fish 
1.95 good boat fishing opportunities  
1.78 chance to catch a variety of fish 
1.69 chance to catch “wild” fish 
1.63 because friends fish there 
1.63 available accommodations 
1.50 bait & tackle shops nearby 
1.21 because of regulations there 

Slightly  
Important 
(1.00 – 1.99) 

1.20 marine facilities 
0.82 to catch fish for GFP Trophy Angler Awards Not Important 

(0 – 0.99) 0.69 nearness of restaurants 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 236 – Continued.  Motivational angler-type profiles based on factors 
for selecting a “good fishing spot.” 

Nature Anglers 
Scale Value Factor (Situations and Conditions) 
Very Important 
(3.00 – 3.99) 

(none)  

2.98 good water quality 
2.60 natural beauty of the area 
2.54 few anglers, no crowding 
2.45 presence of favorite fish 
2.38 solitude of the area 
2.38 easy fishing access 
2.35 presence of good eating fish 
2.33 species of fish found there 
2.21 past success in the area 
2.20 family likes the area 
2.17 familiarity with the area 
2.11 good shore fishing opportunities 

Moderately  
Important 
(2.00 – 2.99) 

2.05 close to home 
1.98 number of fish of “keepable” size 
1.95 nearby parking spots 
1.87 easy boat access 
1.85 presence of good eating fish 
1.81 area is stocked with fish 
1.80 chance to catch “wild” fish 
1.80 ability to catch lots of fish 
1.76 chance to catch a variety of fish 
1.75 good boat fishing opportunities 
1.35 available accommodations 
1.27 bait & tackle shops nearby 
1.17 because friends fish there 
1.10 because of the regulations there 

Slightly  
Important 
(1.00 – 1.99) 

1.02 marina facilities 
0.74 to catch fish for GFP Trophy Angler Awards Not Important 

(0 – 0.99) 0.56 nearness of restaurants 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 236 – Continued.  Motivational angler-type profiles based on factors 
for selecting a “good fishing spot.” 

Relaxation Anglers 
Scale Value Factor (Situations and Conditions) 
Very Important 
(3.00 – 3.99) 

(none)  

2.91 good water quality 
2.46 presence of favorite fish 
2.43 easy fishing access 
2.41 few anglers, no crowding 
2.37 presence of good eating fish 
2.37 species of fish found there 
2.26 solitude of the area 
2.24 familiarity with the area 
2.21 natural beauty of the area 
2.21 past success in the area 
2.10 close to home 
2.08 number of fish of “keepable” size 
2.07 good shore fishing opportunities 

Moderately  
Important 
(2.00 – 2.99) 

2.06 family likes the area 
1.96 nearby parking spots 
1.95 easy boat access 
1.94 presence of large fish 
1.94 area is stocked with fish 
1.93 ability to catch lots of fish 
1.88 chance to catch a variety of fish 
1.80 good boat fishing opportunities 
1.73 chance to catch “wild” fish 
1.41 available accommodations 
1.38 bait & tackle shops nearby 
1.29 because friends fish there 
1.14 because of the regulations there 

Slightly  
Important 
(1.00 – 1.99) 

1.00 marina facilities 
0.76 to catch fish for GFP Trophy Angler Awards Not Important 

(0 – 0.99) 0.64 nearness of restaurants 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 236 – Continued.  Motivational angler-type profiles based on factors 
for selecting a “good fishing spot.” 

Excitement Anglers 
Scale Value Factor (Situations and Conditions) 
Very Important 
(3.00 – 3.99) 

(none)  

2.93 good water quality 
2.74 presence of favorite fish 
2.59 species of fish found there 
2.56 presence of good eating fish 
2.49 past success in the area 
2.46 few anglers, no crowding 
2.44 easy fishing access 
2.35 number of fish of “keepable” size 
2.31 presence of large fish 
2.31 ability to catch lots of fish 
2.19 familiarity with the area 
2.18 close to home 
2.17 solitude of the area 
2.13 good shore fishing opportunities 
2.08 area is stocked with fish 

Moderately  
Important 
(2.00 – 2.99) 

2.03 easy boat access 
1.96 chance to catch “wild” fish 
1.96 family likes the area 
1.94 good boat fishing opportunities 
1.94 chance to catch a variety of fish 
1.89 natural beauty of the area 
1.88 nearby parking spots 
1.48 bait & tackle shops nearby 
1.29 available accommodations 
1.26 to catch fish for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
1.24 because of the regulations there 
1.18 because friends fish there 

Slightly  
Important 
(1.00 – 1.99) 

1.18 marina facilities  
Not Important 
(0 – 0.99) 

 
0.58 

 
nearness of restaurants 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 236 – Continued.  Motivational angler-type profiles based on factors 
for selecting a “good fishing spot.” 

Food Anglers 
Scale Value Factor (Situations and Conditions) 

3.24 presence of good eating fish Very Important 
(3.00 – 3.99) 3.13 good water quality 

2.91 number of fish of “keepable” size 
2.87 presence of favorite fish 
2.71 species of fish found there 
2.61 easy fishing access 
2.53 ability to catch lots of fish 
2.52 past success in the area 
2.50 few anglers, no crowding 
2.43 good shore fishing opportunities 
2.43 familiarity with the area 
2.40 close to home 
2.29 area is stocked with fish 
2.21 solitude of the area 
2.19 presence of large fish 
2.18 nearby parking spots 
2.14 family likes the area 
2.00 natural beauty of the area 

Moderately  
Important 
(2.00 – 2.99) 

2.00 easy boat access 
1.94 chance to catch a variety of fish 
1.86 chance to catch “wild” fish 
1.81 good boat fishing opportunities 
1.50 available accommodations 
1.40 because of the regulations there 
1.32 bait & tackle shops nearby 
1.30 because friends fish there 

Slightly  
Important 
(1.00 – 1.99) 

1.17 marina facilities 
0.78 to catch fish for GFP Trophy Angler Awards Not Important 

(0 – 0.99) 0.75 nearness of restaurants 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 236 – Continued.  Motivational angler-type profiles based on factors 
for selecting a “good fishing spot.” 

Sport Anglers 
Scale Value Factor (Situations and Conditions) 
Very Important 
(3.00 – 3.99) 

 
3.07 

 
good water quality 

2.91 presence of favorite fish 
2.69 species of fish found there 
2.63 presence of large fish 
2.61 few anglers, no crowding 
2.48 number of fish of “keepable” size 
2.41 past success of the area 
2.37 easy boat access 
2.34 easy fishing access 
2.34 presence of good eating fish 
2.33 solitude of the area 
2.31 good boat fishing opportunities 
2.23 ability to catch lots of fish 
2.21 close to home 
2.19 familiarity with the area 
2.13 family likes the area 
2.09 chance to catch a variety of fish 
2.01 area is stocked with fish 

Moderately  
Important 
(2.00 – 2.99) 

2.00 nearby parking spots 
1.97 natural beauty of the area 
1.88 chance to catch “wild” fish 
1.87 good shore fishing opportunities 
1.72 bait & tackle shops nearby 
1.69 to catch fish for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
1.60 available accommodations 
1.55 because of the regulations there 
1.48 marina facilities 

Slightly  
Important 
(1.00 – 1.99) 

1.42 because friends fish there 
Not Important 
(0 – 0.99) 

 
0.78 

 
nearness of restaurants 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 237. Description of motivational angler-types based on factors for selecting a 
“good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Food 3.13 3.00 – 3.25 
Sports Angler 3.07 2.87 – 3.28 
Nature 2.98 2.92 – 3.04 
Social 2.96 2.90 – 3.02 
Excitement 2.93 2.85 – 3.01 

good water quality 

Relaxation 2.91 2.84 – 2.99 
Total 2.97 2.93 – 3.00 
ANOVA:  F=2.27; df=5/2,923; p=0.045 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 2.91 2.66 – 3.16 
Food 2.87 2.74 – 3.00 
Excitement 2.74 2.65 – 2.82 
Relaxation 2.46 2.38 – 2.55 
Nature 2.45 2.38 – 2.52 

presence of favorite fish 

Social 2.39 2.32 – 2.46 
Total 2.53 2.49 – 2.56 
ANOVA:  F=15.98; df=5/2,922; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 3.24 3.13 – 3.35 
Excitement 2.56 2.46 – 2.65 
Social 2.47 2.40 – 2.54 
Relaxation 2.37 2.29 – 2.45 
Nature 2.35 2.28 – 2.43 

presence of good eating 
fish 

Sports Angler 2.34 2.07 – 2.62 
Total 2.49 2.45 – 2.53 
ANOVA:  F=27.81; df=5/2,925; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Social 2.61 2.54 – 2.67 
Food 2.61 2.48 – 2.75 
Excitement 2.44 2.35 – 2.53 
Relaxation 2.43 2.35 – 2.51 
Nature 2.38 2.31 – 2.46 

easy fishing access 

Sports Angler 2.34 2.04 – 2.64 
Total 2.48 2.44 – 2.53 
ANOVA:  F=5.57; df=5/2,912; p<0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Food 2.71 2.58 – 2.84 
Sports Angler 2.69 2.45 – 2.92 
Excitement 2.59 2.50 – 2.68 
Social 2.39 2.33 – 2.46 
Relaxation 2.37 2.29 – 2.45 

species of fish found 
there 

Nature 2.33 2.26 – 2.40 
Total 2.44 2.40 – 2.47 
ANOVA:  F=9.49; df=5/2,914; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 2.61 2.36 – 2.85 
Nature 2.54 2.48 – 2.60 
Food 2.50 2.38 – 2.62 
Excitement 2.46 2.38 – 2.54 
Relaxation 2.41 2.34 – 2.48 

few anglers, no crowding 

Social 2.33 2.27 – 2.39 
Total 2.44 2.41 – 2.47 
ANOVA:  F=5.42; df=5/2,922; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.51 2.38 – 2.64 
Excitement 2.49 2.41 – 2.57 
Sports Angler 2.41 2.14 – 2.68 
Social 2.24 2.17 – 2.30 
Nature 2.21 2.14 – 2.28 

past success in the area 

Relaxation 2.21 2.13 – 2.29 
Total 2.29 2.26 – 2.33 
ANOVA:  F=8.93; df=5/2,924; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Nature 2.60 2.53 – 2.67 
Social 2.27 2.20 – 2.34 
Relaxation 2.21 2.13 – 2.28 
Food 2.00 1.86 – 2.14 
Sports Angler 1.97 1.67 – 2.27 

natural beauty of the 
area 

Excitement 1.89 1.81 – 1.97 
Total 2.25 2.21 – 2.28 
ANOVA:  F=36.52; df=5/2,907; p<0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Nature 2.38 2.31 – 2.45 
Sports Angler 2.33 2.08 – 2.57 
Relaxation 2.26 2.18 – 2.34 
Food 2.21 2.07 – 2.35 
Excitement 2.17 2.08 – 2.26 

solitude of the area 

Social 2.12 2.05 – 2.18 
Total 2.23 2.20 – 2.27 
ANOVA:  F=5.82; df=5/2,896; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.43 2.29 – 2.57 
Relaxation 2.24 2.16 – 2.32 
Social 2.22 2.15 – 2.29 
Excitement 2.19 2.10 – 2.28 
Sports Angler 2.19 1.88 – 2.51 

familiarity with the area 

Nature 2.17 2.10 – 2.25 
Total 2.23 2.19 – 2.26 
ANOVA:  F=2.29; df=5/2,917; p=0.044 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Social 2.56 2.49 – 2.63 
Nature 2.20 2.12 – 2.28 
Food  2.14 1.98 – 2.30 
Sports Angler 2.13 1.85 – 2.42 
Relaxation 2.06 1.97 – 2.16 

family likes the area 

Excitement 1.96 1.86 – 2.06 
Total 2.23 2.18 – 2.27 
ANOVA:  F=23.60; df=5/2,913; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.91 2.79 – 3.04 
Sports Angler 2.48 2.21 – 2.75 
Excitement 2.35 2.26 – 2.44 
Social  2.11 2.04 – 2.18 
Relaxation 2.08 2.00 – 2.16 

number of fish of 
“keepable” size 

Nature 1.98 1.91 – 2.06 
Total 2.18 2.14 – 2.22 
ANOVA:  F=34.16; df=5/2,925; p<0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Food 2.40 2.27 – 2.54 
Sports Angler 2.21 1.93 – 2.50 
Excitement 2.18 2.09 – 2.28 
Relaxation 2.10 2.02 – 2.18 
Nature 2.05 1.98 – 2.13 

close to home 

Social 2.03 1.96 – 2.10 
Total 2.11 2.07 – 2.15 
ANOVA:  F=5.40; df=5/2,920; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.43 2.26 – 2.59 
Excitement 2.13 2.01 – 2.25 
Nature 2.11 2.02 – 2.20 
Relaxation 2.07 1.96 – 2.18 
Social 1.99 1.89 – 2.08 

good shore fishing 
opportunities 

Sports Angler 1.87 1.52 – 2.21 
Total 2.09 2.04 – 2.14 
ANOVA:  F=4.43; df=5/2,916; p=0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.53 2.40 – 2.67 
Excitement 2.31 2.22 – 2.40 
Sports Angler 2.23 1.95 – 2.50 
Social 1.98 1.91 – 2.04 
Relaxation 1.93 1.85 – 2.01 

ability to catch lots of 
fish 

Nature 1.80 1.73 – 1.87 
Total 2.03 1.99 – 2.06 
ANOVA:  F=29.23; df=5/2,916; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 2.63 2.36 – 2.89 
Excitement 2.31 2.22 – 2.39 
Food 2.19 2.05 – 2.33 
Social 1.97 1.91 – 2.03 
Relaxation 1.94 1.86 – 2.01 

presence of large fish 

Nature 1.85 1.79 – 1.92 
Total 2.02 1.99 – 2.06 
ANOVA:  F=21.95; df=5/2,915; p<0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Sports Angler 2.37 2.06 – 2.68 
Social 2.09 2.00 – 2.18 
Excitement 2.03 1.91 – 2.15 
Food 2.00 1.82 – 2.19 
Relaxation 1.95 1.84 – 2.06 

easy boat access 

Nature 1.87 1.77 – 1.96 
Total 2.00 1.95 – 2.04 
ANOVA:  F=3.41; df=5/2,919; p=0.004 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.18 2.03 – 2.34 
Social 2.09 2.01 – 2.16 
Sports Angler 2.00 1.71 – 2.29 
Relaxation 1.96 1.87 – 2.05 
Nature 1.95 1.86 – 2.03 

nearby parking spots 

Excitement 1.88 1.78 – 1.98 
Total 2.00 1.96 – 2.04 
ANOVA:  F=3.68; df=5/2,924; p=0.003 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Food 2.29 2.13 – 2.45 
Excitement 2.08 1.97 – 2.18 
Sports Angler 2.01 1.72 – 2.31 
Social 1.99 1.91 – 2.06 
Relaxation 1.94 1.84 – 2.03 

area is stocked with fish 

Nature 1.81 1.73 – 1.90 
Total 1.97 1.93 – 2.01 
ANOVA:  F=6.90; df=5/2,908; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 2.31 1.99 – 2.64 
Social 1.95 1.86 – 2.03 
Excitement 1.94 1.83 – 2.05 
Food 1.81 1.62 – 1.99 
Relaxation 1.80 1.70 – 1.91 

good boat fishing 
opportunities  

Nature 1.75 1.66 – 1.84 
Total 1.86 1.82 – 1.91 
ANOVA:  F=4.20; df=5/2,926; p=0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Sports Angler 2.09 1.81 – 2.37 
Excitement 1.94 1.84 – 2.03 
Food 1.94 1.78 – 2.10 
Relaxation 1.88 1.79 – 1.97 
Social 1.78 1.71 – 1.85 

Chance to catch a 
variety of fish 

Nature 1.76 1.68 – 1.84 
Total 1.84 1.80 – 1.88 
ANOVA:  F=3.25; df=5/2,915; p=0.006 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Excitement 1.96 1.85 – 2.06 
Sports Angler 1.88 1.58 – 2.19 
Food 1.86 1.70 – 1.88 
Nature 1.80 1.71 – 1.88 
Relaxation 1.73 1.64 – 1.83 

chance to catch “wild” 
fish 

Social 1.69 1.62 – 1.77 
Total 1.79 1.75 – 1.83 
ANOVA:  F=3.55; df=5/2,885; p=0.003 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Social 1.63 1.54 – 1.71 
Sports Angler 1.60 1.27 – 1.93 
Food 1.50 1.33 – 1.68 
Relaxation 1.41 1.31 – 1.50 
Nature 1.35 1.27 – 1.43 

available 
accommodations 

Excitement 1.29 1.20 – 1.39 
Total 1.45 1.40 – 1.49 
ANOVA:  F=6.79; df=5/2,915; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 1.72 1.39 – 2.04 
Social 1.50 1.42 – 1.58 
Excitement 1.48 1.37 – 1.58 
Relaxation 1.38 1.29 – 1.48 
Food 1.32 1.15 – 1.49 

bait and tackle shops 
nearby 

Nature 1.27 1.19 – 1.36 
Total 1.41 1.36 – 1.45 
ANOVA:  F=4.48; df=5/2,917; p<0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Social 1.63 1.55 – 1.71 
Sports Angler 1.42 1.10 – 1.74 
Food 1.30 1.15 – 1.46 
Relaxation 1.29 1.21 – 1.38 
Excitement 1.18 1.09 – 1.27 

because friends fish 
there 

Nature 1.17 1.10 – 1.25 
Total 1.34 1.30 – 1.38 
ANOVA:  F=17.47; df=5/2,920; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 1.48 1.17 – 1.80 
Social 1.20 1.12 – 1.28 
Excitement 1.18 1.08 – 1.28 
Food 1.17 1.01 – 1.33 
Nature 1.02 0.94 – 1.10 

marina facilities 

Relaxation 1.00 0.92 – 1.09 
Total 1.12 1.07 – 1.16 
ANOVA:  F=4.88; df=5/2,918; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 1.55 1.25 – 1.85 
Food 1.40 1.24 – 1.56 
Excitement 1.24 1.15 – 1.33 
Social 1.21 1.14 – 1.28 
Relaxation 1.14 1.05 – 1.22 

because of the 
regulations there 

Nature 1.10 1.02 – 1.17 
Total 1.19 1.15 – 1.23 
ANOVA:  F=4.89; df=5/2,909; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 1.69 1.34 – 2.03 
Excitement 1.26 1.15 – 1.37 
Social 0.82 0.75 – 0.88 
Food 0.78 0.64 – 0.93 
Relaxation 0.76 0.68 – 0.84 

chance to catch fish 
which qualify for GFP 
Trophy Angler Awards 

Nature 0.74 0.67 – 0.81 
Total 0.88 0.84 – 0.92 
ANOVA:  F=25.28; df=5/2,923; p<0.001 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 237 – Continued.  Description of motivational angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Sports Angler 0.78 0.52 – 1.03 
Food 0.75 0.61 – 0.89 
Social 0.69 0.63 – 0.75 
Relaxation 0.64 0.56 – 0.71 
Excitement 0.58 0.51 – 0.66 

nearness of restaurants 

Nature 0.56 0.49 – 0.62 
Total 0.63 0.60 – 0.67 
ANOVA:  F=3.18; df=5/2,913; p=0.007 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 =  
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
 
 
 
 
Table 238. Days of fishing in 2003 by resident annual anglers analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Means Days Fished in 2003 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 31.99 25.44 – 38.53 
Excitement 25.18 22.68 – 27.69 
Nature 20.95 18.84 – 23.06 
Relaxation 20.58 18.53 – 22.64 
Social 17.03 15.36 – 18.70 
Food 16.71 13.18 – 20.24 
Total 20.40 19.43 – 21.38 
ANOVA:  F=9.12; df=5/2,932; p<0.001 
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Table 239. Percent of time shore/boat/ice fishing in 2003 by resident annual anglers 
analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Percent of Time Shore Fishing 95% C.I. 
Food 48.3% 42.1 - 54.6 
Nature 45.7% 42.5 - 48.9 
Relaxation 42.7% 39.3 - 46.2 
Excitement 41.2% 37.4 - 45.0 
Social 41.2% 38.2 - 44.3 
Sports Angler 32.2% 22.3 - 42.1 
Total 43.0% 41.4 - 44.5 
ANOVA:  F=2.41; df=5/2,627; p=0.034 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Percent of Time Boat Fishing 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 52.5% 41.9 – 63.1 
Social 48.5% 45.5 - 51.4 
Relaxation 45.1% 41.7 - 48.5 
Nature 44.9% 41.7 - 48.0 
Excitement 44.3% 40.6 – 48.0 
Food 40.5% 34.3 – 46.6 
Total 45.7% 44.1 – 47.2 
ANOVA:  F=1.81; df=5/2,627; p=0.107 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Percent of Time Ice Fishing 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 15.3% 9.0 – 21.5 
Excitement 14.5% 12.1 – 16.9 
Relaxation 12.0% 10.0 – 14.0 
Food 11.2% 7.6 – 14.8 
Social 10.3% 8.7 – 11.9 
Nature   9.4% 7.9 – 11.0 
Total 11.3% 10.5 – 12.2 
ANOVA:  F=3.34; df=5/2,627; p=0.005 
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Table 240. Species of fished that resident annual anglers fished for in 2003 analyzed 
by motivational angler-type. 

Motivational Angler Type (N=2,958) à Percent fishing for…  
Fish Species Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Sports 

Walleye 74.6% 73.8% 76.3% 81.5% 71.1% 82.1% 
Bass 33.7% 37.2% 34.5% 39.9% 23.7% 47.8% 
Salmon   0.8%   2.2%   2.0%   2.9%   1.3%   4.5% 
N. Pike 29.8% 34.3% 32.5% 38.5% 25.4% 34.3% 
Musky   1.0%   1.9%   1.5%   2.3%   0.4%   4.5% 
Trout 15.0% 23.0% 15.4% 15.0% 15.8% 16.4% 
Yellow Perch 42.4% 42.4% 48.1% 51.2% 38.6% 46.3% 
Sunfish 24.4% 28.1% 25.9% 29.0% 19.7% 20.9% 
Catfish 21.4% 26.6% 26.5% 29.0% 28.1% 29.9% 
Bullhead 15.9% 15.1% 13.2% 15.0% 17.5% 16.4% 
Crappie 27.2% 34.5% 35.8% 37.0% 23.7% 35.8% 
White Bass 10.1% 12.5% 11.5% 13.8% 10.5% 19.4% 
Carp   3.4%   6.0%   2.4%   6.4%   4.4%   6.0% 
Other   1.1%   1.4%   1.1%   1.6%   1.3%   1.5% 
 
 
 
Table 241. Resident annual anglers’ preferred fish species analyzed by motivational 
angler-type. 

Motivational Angler Type Preferred 
Fish Species Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Sports 

Walleye 65.3% 60.6% 57.9% 58.8% 59.8% 62.5% 
Bass   7.2%   6.3%   9.4%   9.8%   4.3% 10.7% 
N. Pike   3.5%   3.9%   2.2%   4.6%   2.2%   5.4% 
Trout   6.1% 10.0%   5.7%   4.6%   5.4%   1.8% 
Yellow Perch   7.8%   6.8% 10.0%   7.6%   9.2%   5.4% 
Catfish   4.3%   4.1%   5.5%   5.6%   6.5%   0.0% 
All Others   5.8%   8.5%   9.2%   9.0% 12.5% 14.3% 
Number 655 591 489 410 184 56 
Chi-Square: X2=56.13; df=30; p=0.003 
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Table 242. Average number of fish caught per angler in 2003 by resident annual 
anglers analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Walleye Caught 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 114.76 51.42 – 178.10 
Excitement 56.89 44.96 – 68.83 
Relaxation 37.18 30.95 – 43.41 
Nature 36.80 29.58 – 44.02 
Social 33.74 28.23 – 39.24 
Food 20.79 15.39 – 26.19 
Total 40.08 36.36 – 43.80 
ANOVA:  F=12.60; df=5/2,520; p<0.001 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Bass Caught 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 23.36 11.14 – 35.57 
Excitement 15.01 10.62 – 19.40 
Relaxation 8.78 6.87 – 10.70 
Nature 8.47 6.79 – 10.15 
Food 7.91 3.54 – 12.28 
Social 7.29 5.76 – 8.82 
Total 9.62 8.50 – 10.75 
ANOVA:  F=7.14; df=5/2,520; p<0.001 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Northern Pike Caught 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 6.88 3.15 – 10.61 
Excitement 6.71 5.04 – 8.38 
Relaxation 5.76 4.42 – 7.10 
Nature 4.31 3.42 – 5.19 
Food 4.26 1.79 – 6.74 
Social 4.25 3.19 – 5.31 
Total 5.06 4.48 – 5.63 
ANOVA:  F=2.35; df=5/2,520; p=0.039 
Table continued on next page.  
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Table 242 – Continued. Average number of fish caught per angler in 2003 by 
resident annual anglers analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Musky Caught 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 0.20 -0.14 – 0.55 
Nature 0.08 -0.04 – 0.21 
Relaxation 0.03 -0.01 – 0.07 
Excitement 0.03 0.00 – 0.07 
Social 0.02 0.00 – 0.03 
Food 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 
Total 0.04 0.01 – 0.08 
ANOVA:  F=0.91; df=5/2,520; p=0.472 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Trout Caught 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 11.51 0.63 – 22.39 
Nature 6.29 4.45 – 8.14 
Excitement 5.84 3.02 – 8.67 
Relaxation 5.65 3.78 – 7.52 
Food 4.92 2.71 – 7.13 
Social 3.68 2.57 – 4.78 
Total 5.37 4.50 – 6.25 
ANOVA:  F=1.97; df=5/2,520; p=0.081 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Yellow Perch Caught 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 70.05 1.11 – 138.99 
Excitement 37.88 29.08 – 46.68 
Relaxation 35.14 28.33 – 41.96 
Social 23.82 19.68 – 27.96 
Nature 21.88 16.30 – 27.45 
Food 12.84 8.65 – 17.03 
Total 28.33 25.15 – 31.50 
ANOVA:  F=7.68; df=5/2,520; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 5 

 344  

 
Table 243. Average number of fish kept per angler in 2003 by resident annual anglers 
analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Walleye Kept 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 24.12 15.40 – 32.83 
Excitement 15.93 12.65 – 19.21 
Relaxation 11.94 10.38 – 13.50 
Nature 11.23 9.35 – 13.11 
Social 11.11 9.31 – 12.92 
Food 9.58 6.97 – 12.18 
Total 12.32 11.34 – 13.31 
ANOVA:  F=5.43; df=5/2,517; p<0.001 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Bass Kept 95% C.I. 
Excitement 2.39 1.65 – 3.14 
Food 1.84 0.79 – 2.90 
Relaxation 1.81 1.23 – 2.38 
Sports Angler 1.75 0.46 – 3.03 
Nature 1.68 1.20 – 2.16 
Social 1.37 0.98 – 1.76 
Total 1.75 1.50 – 2.00 
ANOVA:  F=1.40; df=5/2,517; p=0.223 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Northern Pike Kept 95% C.I. 
Food 1.65 0.80 – 2.51 
Sports Angler 1.54 0.05 – 3.03 
Excitement 1.46 1.02 – 1.91 
Social 1.18 0.87 – 1.49 
Relaxation 1.10 0.68 – 1.51 
Nature 0.96 0.72 – 1.20 
Total 1.20 1.03 – 1.37 
ANOVA:  F=1.20; df=5/2,517; p=0.307 
Table continued on next page.  
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Table 243 – Continued. Average number of fish kept per angler in 2003 by resident 
annual anglers analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Musky Kept 95% C.I. 
Relaxation 0.02 -0.02 – 0.05 
Social 0.01 -0.01 – 0.03 
Nature 0.00 0.00 – 0.01 
Excitement 0.00 0.00 – 0.01 
Food 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 
Sports Angler 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 
Total 0.01 0.00 – 0.02 
ANOVA:  F=0.33; df=5/2,517; p=0.894 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Trout Kept 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 5.56 -2.87 – 13.99 
Food 2.68 1.32 – 4.03 
Nature 2.11 1.18 – 3.03 
Social 1.86 1.17 – 2.55 
Relaxation 1.53 0.98 – 2.07 
Excitement 1.36 0.76 – 1.96 
Total 1.91 1.52 – 2.31 
ANOVA:  F=2.17; df=5/2,517; p=0.055 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Yellow Perch Kept 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 23.47 8.11 – 38.83 
Excitement 17.49 13.57 – 21.42 
Relaxation 16.76 13.74 – 19.78 
Social 13.20 10.69 – 15.72 
Nature 10.44 8.17 – 12.70 
Food 7.83 5.11 – 10.56 
Total 13.82 12.48 – 15.17 
ANOVA:  F=5.06; df=5/2,517; p<0.001 
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Table 244. Types of fishing by resident annual anglers in 2003 analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Motivational Angler Type (N=2,644) à Percent fishing with… Types of 
Fishing Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Sports 

fly fishing   5.8% 12.6%   6.3%   7.6%   7.9% 10.0% 
with artificial 76.0% 79.0% 77.3% 77.8% 64.4% 85.0% 
with live bait 91.1% 90.4% 93.0% 94.2% 88.5% 93.3% 
spear-gun   0.4%   0.9%   0.4%   1.6%   1.6%   0.0% 
ice fishing 31.4% 33.8% 37.6% 43.3% 29.3% 58.3% 
spear-fishing   0.5%   0.9%   0.4%   0.7%   0.5% 1.7% 
 
 
 
 
Table 245. Resident annual anglers’ fishing companions in 2003 analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Motivational Angler Type (N=2,644) à Percent fishing with…  
Fishing with Social Nature Relaxation Excitement Food Sports 

alone 27.9% 52.6% 53.7% 51.1% 39.7% 65.6% 
family 91.6% 83.5% 83.2% 88.2% 75.8% 85.2% 
friends 64.0% 68.6% 68.5% 73.9% 53.6% 85.2% 
tournaments 10.8% 10.0% 10.9% 15.6%   6.2% 34.4% 
club activity   1.4%   2.5%   2.0%   2.9%   0.5% 13.1% 
nonresidents 27.2% 24.5% 24.0% 25.6% 19.5% 38.7% 
 
 
 
 
Table 246. Rating of fishing in 2003 by resident annual anglers analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Rating of Fishing1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 0.32 0.08 – 0.55 
Nature 0.31 0.24 – 0.38 
Excitement 0.29 0.20 – 0.37 
Social 0.24 0.17 – 0.31 
Relaxation 0.19 0.11 – 0.27 
Food 0.05 -0.09 – 0.20 
Total 0.24 0.21 – 0.28 
ANOVA:  F=2.98; df=5/2,629; p=0.011 
1Rating scale: Very poor = -2; Poor = -1; Fair = 0; Good = 1; Excellent = 2 (No Opinion = missing) 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 5 

 347  

 
Table 247. Resident annual anglers’ satisfaction with their 2003 South Dakota fishing 
experience analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Satisfaction1 95% C.I. 
Nature 1.04 0.92 – 1.16 
Social 0.95 0.84 – 1.06 
Relaxation 0.91 0.78 – 1.04 
Excitement 0.80 0.65 – 0.95 
Sports Angler 0.63 0.21 – 1.05 
Food 0.27 0.03 – 0.52 
Total 0.88 0.82 – 0.94 
ANOVA:  F=8.40; df=5/2,698; p<0.001 
1Satisfaction scale: Very Dissatisfied = -3; Moderately Dissatisfied = -2; Slightly Dissatisfied =  
 -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly Satisfied = 1; Moderately Satisfied = 2; Very Satisfied = 3.  
 
 
 
Table 248. Percent resident annual anglers satisfied/dissatisfied with their 2003 South 
Dakota fishing experience analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Percent… Motivational  
Angler Type Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
Nature 17.8% 13.6% 68.6% 
Social 16.7% 17.1% 66.2% 
Excitement 23.5% 11.4% 65.1% 
Relaxation 19.2% 16.6% 64.2% 
Sports Angler 27.4% 17.7% 54.8% 
Food 31.7% 18.3% 50.0% 
Total Number 541 413 1,750 
Chi-Square: X2=43.16; df=10; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 249. Correlations between resident annual anglers’ rating of the fishing and 
satisfaction with their fishing experience analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Pearson Correlation p-value 
Excitement 0.745 <0.001 
Sports Angler 0.744 <0.001 
Food 0.706 <0.001 
Social 0.677 <0.001 
Nature 0.657 <0.001 
Relaxation 0.654 <0.001 
Overall 0.686 <0.001 
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Table 250. Resident annual anglers’ perceptions of over-harvest analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à During any of your fishing in 
South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the area that you 

were fishing was being over-harvested? 

 
Motivational  
Angler Type 

NO YES 
Sports Angler 54.8% 45.2% 
Excitement 62.1% 37.9% 
Nature 69.0% 31.0% 
Relaxation 70.2% 29.8% 
Food 74.0% 26.0% 
Social 75.0% 25.0% 
Average 69.8% 30.2% 
Chi-Square: X2=30.93; df=5; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 251. Resident annual anglers’ perceptions of crowding analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à During any of your fishing in 
South Dakota in 2003 did you feel that the area that you 

were fishing was crowded? 

 
Motivational  
Angler Type 

NO YES 
Sports Angler 52.4% 47.6% 
Excitement 54.7% 45.3% 
Relaxation 63.0% 37.0% 
Nature 66.1% 33.9% 
Food 72.0% 28.0% 
Social 73.2% 26.8% 
Average 65.6% 34.4% 
Chi-Square: X2=53.65; df=5; p<0.001 
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Table 252. Percent of resident annual anglers that were checked by a  GFP 
Conservation Officer and/or GFP creel clerk’ while fishing in 2003 analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Were you checked by a 
________ while fishing anytime this year (2003)? 

 
Motivational  
Angler Type Conservation Officer Creel Clerk 
Sports Angler 48.3% 35.2% 
Excitement 40.7% 31.4% 
Relaxation 31.2% 24.8% 
Nature 30.3% 20.6% 
Food 29.2% 16.8% 
Social 28.5% 21.2% 
Average 32.1% 23.5% 
Chi-Square:  X2=28.13; df=5; p<0.001  X2=27.34; df=5; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 253. Importance of fishing to resident annual anglers analyzed by motivational 
angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Mean Importance of Fishing1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 2.76 2.46 – 3.06 
Excitement 2.67 2.58 – 2.76 
Nature 2.34 2.26 – 2.42 
Relaxation 2.34 2.26 – 2.43 
Food 2.32 2.17 – 2.48 
Social 2.11 2.03 – 2.19 
Total 2.34 2.30 – 2.38 
ANOVA:  F=18.40; df=5/2,797; p<0.001 
1Importance rating; Most Important = 4; Very Important = 3; Moderately Important = 2; Slightly 
Important = 1; Not Important = 0 (no opinion = missing). 
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Table 254. Percent of resident annual anglers fishing in the Black Hills analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Fishing in the Black Hills… Motivational  
Angler Type Ever fish in Black Hills? Fished in Black Hills in 2003? 
Sports Angler 59.9% 17.9% 
Nature 57.2% 24.0% 
Food 50.0% 18.4% 
Relaxation 48.8% 21.8% 
Social 48.1% 19.5% 
Excitement 47.9% 18.9% 
Average 50.9% 20.9% 
Chi-Square:  X2=18.33; df=5; p=0.003  X2=7.89; df=5; p=0.163 
 
 
 
Table 255. Percent of resident annual anglers fishing in the Missouri River system 
analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Fishing in the Missouri River … Motivational  
Angler Type Ever fish in Missouri River? Fished in Missouri River in 2003? 
Sports Angler 87.7% 61.2% 
Excitement 82.7% 52.5% 
Nature 81.6% 46.9% 
Social 81.3% 46.3% 
Relaxation 78.8% 43.9% 
Food 77.1% 40.8% 
Average 80.9% 46.9% 
Chi-Square:  X2=7.04; df=5; p=0.218  X2=17.30; df=5; p=0.004 
 
 
 
Table 256. Percent of resident annual anglers fishing in the “other” South Dakota 
rivers analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Fishing in the… River Motivational  
Angler Type Cheyenne Big Sioux James Vermillion 
Social 3.6%   8.6% 10.3% 5.2% 
Nature 3.5%   7.9% 11.7% 6.8% 
Relaxation 5.2%   8.6% 12.4% 6.2% 
Excitement 4.9% 10.7% 11.5% 7.0% 
Food 3.9%   8.3%   7.0% 3.5% 
Sports Angler 6.0%   7.5%   7.5% 6.0% 
Average 4.2%   8.7% 11.0% 6.0% 
p-value p=0.521 p=0.667 p=0.244 p=0.389 
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Table 257. Percent of resident annual anglers that participated in fishing tournaments 
analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Fishing in a tournament … Motivational  
Angler Type Ever fish in tournament? Fished in a tournament in 2003? 
Sports Angler 54.5% 31.3% 
Excitement 35.5% 14.8% 
Relaxation 32.1% 10.3% 
Social 31.9% 11.6% 
Nature 28.8%   8.0% 
Food 25.4%   6.3% 
Average 31.8% 11.0% 
Chi-Square:  X2=26.17; df=5; p<0.001  X2=46.42; df=5; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 258. Resident annual anglers’ attitude towards fishing tournaments analyzed by 
motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers   
Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean Attitude towards 
Fishing Tournaments1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler  0.68 0.25 – 1.11 
Social -0.11 -0.20 – -0.03 
Excitement -0.17 -0.30 – -0.03 
Relaxation -0.18 -0.30 – -0.07 
Nature -0.27 -0.37 – -0.16 
Food -0.64 -0.84 – -0.45 
Total -0.20 -0.25 – -0.15 
ANOVA:  F=10.37; df=5/2,878; p<0.001 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Dislike = -3; Moderately Dislike = -2; Slightly Dislike =  -1; Neutral / 
No Opinion = 0; Slightly Like = 1; Moderately Like = 2; Strongly Like = 3.  
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Table 259. Resident annual anglers’ attitude towards the number of fishing 
tournaments analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers   
Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean Attitude towards 
Number of Tournaments1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler  0.00 -0.22 – -0.22 
Social -0.31 -0.37 – -0.26 
Relaxation -0.33 -0.40 – -0.27 
Nature -0.39 -0.45 – -0.33 
Excitement -0.38 -0.46 – -0.31 
Food -0.60 -0.73 – -0.47 
Total -0.36  -0.39 – -0.33 
ANOVA:  F=7.00; df=5/2,886; p<0.001 
1Attitude scale: A Lot Less = -2; A Few Less = -1; Same Number = 0; A Few More = 1;  
 Many More = 2. 
 
 
 
 
Table 260. How informed (knowledgeable) are resident annual anglers about fish 
consumption advisories (analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Mean Knowledge Level1 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 1.51 1.29 – 1.73 
Excitement 1.34 1.25 – 1.42 
Nature 1.28 1.21 – 1.36 
Relaxation 1.24 1.16 – 1.32 
Food 1.19 1.06 – 1.32 
Social 1.17 1.10 – 1.24 
Total 1.25 1.21 – 1.29 
ANOVA:  F=3.10; df=5/2,805; p=0.009 
1Knowledge scale: Not at all Informed = 0; Slightly Informed = 1; Moderately Informed = 2;   
Very Informed = 3. 
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Table 261. How do resident annual anglers feel about the State’s efforts to keep South 
Dakota anglers informed about fish consumption advisories (analyzed by motivational 
angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers à State’s efforts are… Motivational  
Angler Type Not Enough Just Right Too Much No Opinion 
Social 23.2% 52.4% 0.6% 23.8% 
Nature 23.8% 53.3% 0.4% 22.5% 
Relaxation 24.5% 51.9% 1.3% 22.3% 
Excitement 25.5% 55.6% 0.4% 18.4% 
Food 25.2% 49.5% 0.9% 24.3% 
Sports Angler 28.4% 56.7% 0.0% 14.9% 
Average 24.3% 52.9% 0.7% 22.1% 
Chi-Square: X2=14.60; df=15; p=0.480 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 262. How worried are resident annual anglers about eating fish caught in South 
Dakota (analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Mean Worried Level1 95% C.I. 
Food 0.45 0.34 – 0.55 
Nature 0.30 0.25 – 0.35 
Excitement 0.30 0.25 – 0.36 
Social 0.29 0.25 – 0.33 
Sports Angler 0.29 0.14 – 0.44 
Relaxation 0.27 0.22 – 0.31 
Total 0.30 0.28 – 0.32 
ANOVA:  F=2.64; df=5/2,800; p=0.022 
1Worried scale: Not Worried = 0; Slightly Worried = 1; Moderately Worried = 2;  Very Worried = 3. 
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Table 263. Intended behavior of resident annual anglers in response to a waterbody 
normally fished being identified as warranting a fish consumption advisory (analyzed by 
motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers 
Intended Behavioral Response to a Fish Consumption 
advisory – Responses 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

% 
Response 

Social 2.1% 
Nature 2.9% 
Relaxation 3.5% 
Excitement 3.3% 
Food 4.1% 

1. I would continue to fish there and continue to eat all 
the fish that I would normally eat, i.e., I would pay not 
attention to the advisory. (N=87; 3.0%) 

Sports  4.5% 
 

Social 36.6% 
Nature 33.4% 
Relaxation 33.4% 
Excitement 36.6% 
Food 25.3% 

2. I would continue to fish there but would only eat the 
type and amount of fish recommended by the fish 
consumption advisory. (N=1000; 34.3%) 

 

Sports  37.3% 
 

Social 14.5% 
Nature 21.6% 
Relaxation 19.5% 
Excitement 24.7% 
Food   8.1% 

3. I would continue to fish there but would not eat any of 
the fish from there. (N=547; 18.8%) 

 

Sports  26.9% 
 

Social 28.1% 
Nature 26.4% 
Relaxation 26.5% 
Excitement 22.7% 
Food 42.5% 

4. I would stop fishing in that particular waterbody, i.e., I 
would not fish in waters with fish consumption 
advisories.  (N=790; 27.1%) 

 

Sports  10.4% 
 

Social 18.8% 
Nature 15.7% 
Relaxation 17.1% 
Excitement 12.7% 
Food 19.9% 

5. Not sure – don’t know how I would react. (N=489; 
16.8%) 

 

Sports  20.9% 
 

Chi-Square: X2=87.56; df=20; p<0.001 
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Table 264. Importance of nonresident anglers to resident annual anglers (analyzed by 
motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers 
Importance of Nonresident 
Anglers to Resident Anglers 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Importance1 

 
95% C.I. 

Nature 1.99 1.92 – 2.06 
Social 1.92 1.85 – 1.99 
Relaxation 1.82 1.74 – 1.90 
Excitement 1.82 1.73 – 1.91 
Sports  1.82 1.55 – 2.08 

How important do you feel that  
nonresident anglers are to the  
South Dakota state-economy? 

Food 1.75 1.60 – 1.89 
F=3.81; df=5/2,720; p=0.002 Average 1.88 1.85 – 1.92 
 

Sports  0.74 0.48 – 1.00 
Food 0.58 0.44 – 0.71 
Nature 0.56 0.49 – 0.63 
Relaxation 0.56 0.48 – 0.63 
Social 0.54 0.48 – 0.61 

How important economically are 
nonresident anglers to you 
personally? 

Excitement 0.53 0.44 – 0.61 
F=0.66; df=5/2,712; p=0.656 Average 0.56 0.52 – 0.59 
 

Sports  2.00 1.74 – 2.26 
Social 1.99 1.92 – 2.07 
Nature 1.98 1.90 – 2.06 
Relaxation 1.91 1.82 – 2.00 
Excitement 1.91 1.81 – 2.01 

How important is it that resident  
anglers can fish with nonresident  
friends and relatives in South 
Dakota? 

Food 1.62 1.46 – 1.78 
F=4.37; df=5/2,696; p=0.001 Average 1.93 1.89 – 1.97 
1Importance rating: Very Important = 3; Moderately Important = 2; Slightly Important = 1; Not 
Important = 0. 
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Table 265. Resident annual anglers’ beliefs about over-harvest of fish analyzed by 
motivational angler-type? 

 
Resident Annual Anglers 

How strongly do you agree or 
disagree that the following fish 
species are being over-
harvested in South Dakota? 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler 0.67 0.40 – 0.95 
Nature 0.57 0.50 – 0.65 
Relaxation 0.56 0.47 – 0.64 
Excitement 0.62 0.53 – 0.72 
Social 0.52 0.44 – 0.59 

 
Walleye 

Food 0.52 0.37 – 0.67 
F=0.88; df=5/2,911; p=0.489 Average 0.56 0.52 – 0.60 

 

Sports Angler 0.42 0.17 – 0.66 
Excitement 0.18 0.09 – 0.26 
Nature 0.16 0.10 – 0.23 
Relaxation 0.16 0.09 – 0.24 
Social 0.10 0.04 – 0.16 

 
Yellow Perch 

Food 0.06 -0.07 – 0.19 
F=2.06; df=5/2,911; p=0.067 Average 0.15 0.11 – 0.18 

 

Sports Angler -0.15 -0.37 – 0.07 
Nature -0.24 -0.31 – -0.18 
Social -0.26 -0.32 – -0.20 
Relaxation -0.27 -0.34 – -0.20 
Food -0.27 -0.38 – -0.15 

 
Northern Pike 

Excitement -0.32 -0.41 – -0.24 
F=0.79; df=5/2,911; p=0.559 Average -0.27 -0.30 – -0.23 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree =  -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2.  
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Table 266. Resident annual anglers’ related to a spring fishing closure  (analyzed by 
motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
 
Scenario 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Importance1 

 
95% C.I. 

Minnesota has a spring closure for walleye and northern pike from late February through 
about mid-May and Iowa has a spring closure for walleye from mid-February through 
early May on three major lakes.  Some South Dakota residents feel that the main reason 
that Minnesota and Iowa anglers come to South Dakota to fish walleye is because the 
season is closed in their home state.   

Food 2.39 2.25 – 2.54 
Excitement 2.29 2.20 – 2.37 
Relaxation 2.28 2.20 – 2.36 
Nature 2.27 2.19 – 2.34 
Social 2.34 2.27 – 2.41 

How important a reason (fishing season 
closed in their home state) do you think 
this is for why Minnesota and Iowa 
anglers come to South Dakota to fish 
for walleye? 

Sports  2.33 2.10 – 2.56 
F=0.85; df=5/2,410; p=0.515 Average 2.30 2.27 – 2.34 

 

Resident Annual Anglers  
 
Scenario 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Importance1 

 
95% C.I. 

Some anglers have proposed having a spring fishing closure simply to reduce the number 
of anglers (both resident and nonresident) from taking too many of the fish in the spring 
with the hope that more fish can be caught later in the year.   

Social 1.69 1.60 – 1.77 
Food 1.66 1.49 – 1.83 
Relaxation 1.65 1.55 – 1.75 
Nature 1.63 1.55 – 1.72 
Excitement 1.56 1.45 – 1.67 

How important is this reason to you for 
having a spring fishing closure? 

Sports  1.56 1.24 – 1.87 
F=0.74; df=5/2,417; p=0.591 Average 1.64 1.59 – 1.68 
Table continued on next page. 
1Importance rating: Very Important = 3; Moderately Important = 2; Slightly Important = 1; Not 
Important = 0 (no opinion = missing). 
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Table 266 – Continued. Resident annual anglers’ related to a spring fishing closure  
(analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
 
Scenario 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude2 

 
95% C.I. 

South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks’ fishery biologists and managers do not recommend 
any additional restrictions for spring fishing for any fish species for biological reasons.  
However, one possible reason for having additional restrictions on spring fishing would 
be for social reasons, namely if a majority of anglers desire these types of regulations or 
the fact that other states have such regulations.   

Relaxation -0.02 -0.15 – 0.11 
Social -0.08 -0.19 – 0.03 
Food -0.08 -0.32 – 0.17 
Nature -0.13 -0.25 – 0.00 
Sports  -0.19 -0.69 – 0.30 

In general, how strongly do you oppose 
or favor having some type of additional 
restrictions on spring fishing for some 
fish species for social reasons? 

Excitement -0.23 -0.39 – -0.07 
F=0.94; df=5/2,899; p=0.456 Average -0.11 -0.17 – -0.05 
2Attitude scale: Strongly Oppose = -3; Moderately Oppose = -2; Slightly Oppose =  -1; Neutral / 
No Opinion = 0; Slightly Favor = 1; Moderately Favor = 2; Strongly Favor = 3.  
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Table 267. Resident annual anglers’ related to a high-grading regulations (analyzed 
by motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
 
Scenario 

Motivational 
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Highgrading Restrictions: High-grading or culling causes unnecessary fish mortality 
due to extra handling and subjecting fish to warm surface water in a livewell.  In South 
Dakota, high-grading is restricted for certain species and/or at certain locations.  These 
restriction prohibit exchanging fish that have been held in a livewell, on a stringer or in 
other fish holding/storage devices with one that had just been caught.  High-grading of 
walleyes, sauger and their hybrids are prohibited statewide.  High-grading of 
bluegills/sunfish from Enemy Swim Lake is prohibited and high-grading of all fish is 
prohibited in the South Dakota-Minnesota Border Waters. 

Nature 1.60 1.49 – 1.71 
Excitement 1.26 1.12 – 1.40 
Social 1.21 1.10 – 1.32 
Relaxation 1.15 1.02 – 1.28 
Food 1.07 0.84 – 1.30 

How strongly do you oppose or 
support the current restrictions on 
high-grading (as stated in the above 
information)? 

Sports Angler 0.90 0.54 – 1.26 
F=8.70; df=5/2,903; p<0.001 Average 1.28 1.23 – 1.34 

 

Nature 1.19 1.07 – 1.31 
Social 0.87 0.76 – 0.98 
Excitement 0.72 0.56 – 0.88 
Relaxation 0.70 0.57 – 0.84 
Food 0.59 0.34 – 0.83 

How strongly would you oppose or 
support prohibiting high-grading of 
all fish species statewide? 
 

Sports Angler 0.35 -0.08 – 0.78 
F=9.46; df=5/2,896; p<0.001 Average 0.86 0.80 – 0.92 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Oppose = -3; Moderately Oppose = -2; Slightly Oppose =  -1; Neutral / 
No Opinion = 0; Slightly Support = 1; Moderately Support = 2; Strongly Support = 3.  
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Table 268. Resident annual anglers’ self-reported understanding level of fishing 
regulations (analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 
How well do you understand the fishing regulations for 
the areas that you fish (e.g., do you know the legal size 
limits, daily/possession limits and legal fishing gear, 
etc.)? à Responses 

 
Motivational  
Angler Type 

 
% 

Response 

Social 3.5% 
Nature 1.5% 
Relaxation 1.5% 
Excitement 2.3% 
Food 2.7% 

1. I do not understand any of the fishing regulations. 
(N=65; 2.2%) 

Sports  0.0% 
 

Social 18.7% 
Nature 12.0% 
Relaxation 14.6% 
Excitement   7.8% 
Food 11.7% 

2. I understand a few of the fishing regulations. (N=399; 
13.7%) 

Sports  14.9% 
 

Social 46.8% 
Nature 49.0% 
Relaxation 50.1% 
Excitement 53.5% 
Food 49.3% 

3. I understand most of the fishing regulations. (N=1,427; 
49.1%) 

Sports  37.3% 
 

Social 31.0% 
Nature 37.5% 
Relaxation 33.8% 
Excitement 36.5% 
Food 36.3% 

4. I understand all of the fishing regulations. (N=1,014; 
34.9%) 

Sports  47.8% 
 

Chi-Square: X2=53.14; df=15; p<0.001 
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Table 269. Resident annual anglers’ evaluation of how easy is it to understand and 
follow the fishing regulations as stated in the South Dakota 2003 Fishing Handbook 
(analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean Degree 
of Difficulty1 

 
95% C.I. 

Percent that Don’t Read 
the Fishing Regulations 

Sports Angler 0.55 0.39 – 0.70 1.5% 
Nature 0.57 0.51 – 0.63 1.1% 
Social 0.60 0.54 – 0.65 3.4% 
Excitement 0.63 0.56 – 0.70 1.3% 
Relaxation 0.64 0.58 – 0.71 1.3% 
Food 0.74 0.62 – 0.86 1.8% 
Average 0.62 0.59 – 0.64 1.9% 
ANOVA:  F=1.86; df=5/2,706; p=0.098 
1Difficulty scale: Easily Understood = 0; Slightly Confusing = 1; Somewhat Difficult = 2;  
 Very Difficult = 3. 
 
 
 
 
Table 270. Resident annual anglers’ attitudes related to fishing regulations analyzed 
by motivational angler-type? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Statements About Fishing 
Regulations 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler 0.65 0.32 – 0.98 
Nature 0.49 0.40 – 0.59 
Excitement 0.36 0.24 – 0.49 
Social 0.35 0.26 – 0.44 
Relaxation 0.28 0.17 – 0.38 

a. Each waterbody should have 
its own set of regulations, 
which is best suited for that 
particular stream, pond or 
reservoir. 

Food 0.26 0.07 – 0.44 
F=2.85; df=5/2,901; p=0.014 Average 0.37 0.33 – 0.42 

 

Food -0.37 -0.53 – -0.22 
Sports Angler -0.50 -0.78 – -0.22 
Relaxation -0.57 -0.66 – -0.49 
Excitement -0.64 -0.73 – -0.54 
Social -0.70 -0.77 – -0.63 

b. Fishing regulations detract 
from my fishing experience. 

Nature -0.87 -0.96 – -0.79 
F=9.91; df=5/2,884; p<0.001 Average -0.68 -0.72 – -0.64 
Table continued on next page. 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree =  -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2.  
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Table 270 - Continued. Resident annual anglers’ attitudes related to fishing 
regulations analyzed by motivational angler-type? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Statements About Fishing 
Regulations 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler  0.05 -0.24 – 0.33 
Relaxation -0.12 -0.21 – -0.04 
Social -0.19 -0.27 – -0.12 
Nature -0.19 -0.26 – -0.11 
Excitement -0.23 -0.32 – -0.13 

c. Fishing regulations are not 
enforced adequately. 

Food -0.23 -0.37 – -0.08 
F=1.26; df=5/2,882; p=0.281 Average -0.18 -0.22 – -0.14 

 

Food -0.87 -1.03 – -0.72 
Sports Angler -1.03 -1.34 – -0.72 
Relaxation -1.08 -1.17 – -0.99 
Excitement -1.10 -1.20 – -1.00 
Social -1.19 -1.26 – -1.12 

d. It would upset me to be 
checked by a Conservation 
Officer while I was fishing. 

Nature -1.22 -1.30 – -1.15 
F=4.43; df=5/2,897; p=0.001 Average -1.13 -1.17 – -1.09 

 

Food -0.55 -0.70 – -0.39 
Sports Angler -0.62 -0.93 – -0.31 
Relaxation -0.74 -0.82 – -0.65 
Social -0.75 -0.82 – -0.68 
Excitement -0.82 -0.91 – -0.72 

e. Fishing regulations are overly 
protective and should be 
relaxed some. 

Nature -0.90 -0.98 – -0.83 
F=4.81; df=5/2,897; p<0.001 Average -0.78 -0.82 – -0.74 

 

Nature 0.71  0.63 – 0.79 
Social 0.60  0.53 – 0.67 
Relaxation 0.49  0.40 – 0.57 
Excitement 0.45  0.35 – 0.55 
Sports Angler 0.27 -0.02 – 0.57 

f. Game, Fish and Parks has the 
competence and technical 
training to know how to 
properly manage the State’s 
fishing resources. 

Food 0.26  0.09 – 0.42 
F=8.70; df=5/2,899; p<0.001 Average 0.55  0.51 – 0.59 
Table continued on next page. 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree =  -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2.  
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Table 270 - Continued. Resident annual anglers’ attitudes related to fishing 
regulations analyzed by motivational angler-type? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Statements About Fishing 
Regulations 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Nature 0.96 0.88 – 1.04 
Social 0.80 0.73 – 0.87 
Relaxation 0.70 0.61 – 0.78 
Sports Angler 0.70 0.41 – 0.98 
Excitement 0.67 0.57 – 0.78 

g. I trust Game, Fish and parks 
to manage the State’s fisheries 
resource in a fair and 
reasonable manner. 

Food 0.43 0.25 – 0.60 
F=9.94; df=5/2,903; p<0.001 Average 0.77 0.73 – 0.81 

 

Nature 0.94 0.86 – 1.01 
Social 0.83 0.76 – 0.89 
Relaxation 0.78 0.70 – 0.87 
Excitement 0.77 0.68 – 0.87 
Sports Angler 0.62 0.33 – 0.92 

h. Conservation Officers are 
usually fair in their treatment 
of anglers. 

Food 0.53 0.38 – 0.69 
F=6.01; df=5/2,901; p<0.001 Average 0.81 0.77 – 0.85 

 

Nature 0.87 0.80 – 0.94 
Social 0.69 0.63 – 0.76 
Relaxation 0.65 0.58 – 0.73 
Excitement 0.61 0.53 – 0.69 
Food 0.50 0.37 – 0.63 

i. Most fishing regulations have 
a sound biological basis. 

Sports Angler 0.38 0.15 – 0.62 
F=9.48; df=5/2,899; p<0.001 Average 0.69 0.66 – 0.73 

 

Relaxation -0.14 -0.25 – -0.04 
Food -0.15 -0.33 – 0.03 
Sports Angler -0.15 -0.51 – 0.21 
Social -0.21 -0.30 – -0.13 
Nature -0.29 -0.38 – -0.19 

j. I feel that most fishing 
violations occur because 
anglers do not know the 
regulations. 

 
Excitement -0.33 -0.44 – -0.22 

F=1.64; df=5/2,908; p=0.146 Average -0.23 -0.28 – -0.18 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree =  -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2.  
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Table 271. Resident annual anglers’ preferred smallmouth bass management 
philosophy (analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 
Which would you most prefer for smallmouth bass 
management? à Responses 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

% 
Response 

Social 25.7% 
Nature 29.1% 
Relaxation 24.3% 
Excitement 29.7% 
Food 17.5% 

1. Regulations designed to produce “large” smallmouth 
bass fishing opportunities by the use of strict size 
limits and/or bag limits. (N=771; 26.6%) 

Sports  40.9% 
 

Social 16.6% 
Nature 14.7% 
Relaxation 16.6% 
Excitement 17.3% 
Food 20.6% 

2. Regulations designed to allow maximum harvest of 
smallmouth bass by allowing anglers to harvest 
smallmouth bass of all sizes (above a minimum 
length). (N=475; 16.4%) 

Sports  10.6% 
 

Social 57.7% 
Nature 56.2% 
Relaxation 59.1% 
Excitement 53.0% 
Food 61.9% 

3. No Opinion (N=1,648; 56.9%) 

Sports  48.5% 
 

Chi-Square: X2=25.89; df=10; p=0.004 
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Table 272. Resident annual anglers’ preferred walleye management philosophy 
(analyzed by motivational angler-type)? 
Which would you most prefer for walleye 
management? à Responses 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

% 
Response 

Social 43.5% 
Nature 46.3% 
Relaxation 44.8% 
Excitement 50.2% 
Food 28.7% 

1. Regulations designed to produce “large” walleye 
fishing opportunities by the use of strict size limits 
and/or bag limits. (N=1,300; 44.9%) 

Sports  65.2% 
 

Social 30.6% 
Nature 29.1% 
Relaxation 32.3% 
Excitement 33.4% 
Food 40.8% 

2. Regulations designed to allow maximum harvest of 
walleye by allowing anglers to harvest smallmouth 
bass of all sizes (above a minimum length). (N=915; 
31.6%) 

Sports  21.2% 
 

Social 25.9% 
Nature 24.6% 
Relaxation 23.8% 
Excitement 16.4% 
Food 30.5% 

3. No Opinion (N=678; 23.4%) 

Sports  13.6% 
 

Chi-Square: X2=53.49; df=10; p<0.001 
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Table 273. Resident annual anglers’ attitudes related to fishing license fees analyzed 
by motivational angler-type? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Statements About Fishing 
License Fees2 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Food  0.37 0.20 – 0.54 
Sports Angler  0.24 -0.09 – 0.57 
Relaxation  0.09 -0.01 – 0.19 
Social  0.03 -0.05 – 0.12 
Excitement -0.03 -0.14 – 0.09 

a. Resident license fees are too 
expensive. 

Nature -0.16 -0.25 – -0.06 
F=7.31; df=5/2,902; p<0.001 Average  0.02 -0.03 – 0.06 

 

Sports Angler -1.00 -1.30 – -0.70 
Excitement -0.90 -1.00 – -0.80 
Social -0.76 -0.84 – -0.68 
Nature -0.74 -0.83 – -0.66 
Relaxation -0.73 -0.82 – -0.63 

b. Non-Resident license fees are 
too expensive. 

Food -0.63 -0.79 – -0.46 
F=2.53; df=5/2,899; p=0.027 Average -0.77 -0.81 – -0.72 
 

Nature  0.14 0.05 – 0.23 
Sports Angler  0.05 -0.23 – 0.32 
Excitement -0.04 -0.15 – 0.07 
Social -0.05 -0.14 – 0.03 
Relaxation -0.09 -0.19 – 0.01 

c. I would support increased fees 
if additional revenues are 
needed for fisheries 
management. 

Food -0.31 -0.49 – -0.14 
F=5.59; df=5/2,894; p<0.001 Average -0.03 -0.07 – 0.02 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree =  -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2.  
 
2Your Opinions related to License Fees 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Your fishing license fees pay for the management of the State’s fisheries resources.  The 
price of a fishing license is based on an amount needed to pay for these management 
costs.  Factors that can trigger a fee increase are inflation, addition of programs and/or 
management responsibilities and reduction in overall license sales.  In 2003 there were 
six types of resident fishing licenses and six types of non-resident fishing licenses: 
Resident Licenses Fees Non-Resident Licenses Fees 
Annual Fishing $ 21 Annual Fishing $ 59 
One-Day Fishing $   7 Annual Family Fishing $ 59 
Combination License $ 44 Three-Day Fishing $ 30 
Junior Combination (16-18) $ 23 One-Day Fishing $ 12 
Senior Fishing (65 and over) $   5 Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $ 20 
Lake Oahe Annual Fishing $   7 Lake Oahe Family Fishing $ 20 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 5 

 367  

Table 274. Resident annual anglers’ attitudes related to a Conservation License that 
allows for ½ daily and possession limit takes at a reduced cost for the license (analyzed 
by motivational angler-type)? 

Resident Annual Anglers Statements About a 
Conservation License for  
South Dakota 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Nature -0.42 -0.55 – -0.29 
Relaxation -0.53 -0.67 – -0.40 
Social -0.54 -0.66 – -0.42 
Sports Angler -0.64 -1.05 – -0.22 
Food -0.71 -0.94 – -0.47 

How strongly do you oppose or 
favor having a Conservation 
Fishing License available as one 
of the types of licenses available 
for residents? 
 Excitement -0.74 -0.90 – -0.58 
F=2.37; df=5/2,908; p=0.037 Average -0.56 -0.62 – -0.49 

 

Resident Annual Anglers Statements About a 
Conservation License for  
South Dakota 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Behavior2 

 
95% C.I. 

Nature -1.20 -1.34 – -1.05 
Relaxation -1.30 -1.45 – -1.15 
Food -1.33 -1.58 – -1.09 
Sports Angler -1.36 -1.80 – -0.92 
Social -1.37 -1.50 – -1.25 

How unlikely or likely would you 
be to purchase a Conservation 
License (if it were available) 
instead of the license type that 
you would normally purchase? 

Excitement -1.46 -1.64 – -1.29 
F=1.30; df=5/2,907; p=0.261 Average -1.33 -1.40 – -1.26 
 

Resident Annual Anglers Statements About a 
Conservation License for  
South Dakota 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler -0.39 -0.93 – 0.14 
Nature -0.51 -0.65 – -0.37 
Food -0.63 -0.89 – -0.38 
Relaxation -0.66 -0.81 – -0.51 
Social -0.67 -0.80 – -0.55 

How strongly do you oppose or 
favor having a Conservation 
Fishing License available as one 
of the types of licenses available 
for non-residents? 

Excitement -0.70 -0.87 – -0.52 
F=1.01; df=5/2,910; p=0.408 Average -0.62 -0.69 – -0.56 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Oppose = -3; Moderately Oppose = -2; Slightly Oppose =  -1; Neutral / 
No Opinion = 0; Slightly Favor = 1; Moderately Favor = 2; Strongly Favor = 3. 
2Behavior scale: Very Unlikely = -3; Moderately Unlikely = -2; Slightly Unlikely =  -1; Neutral / 
No Opinion = 0; Slightly Likely = 1; Moderately Likely = 2; Very Likely = 3. 
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Table 275. Resident annual anglers’ willingness-to-pay1 in increased license fees if 
the money was to be earmarked for additional work on water quality and habitat 
improvements (analyzed by motivational angler-type). 

Resident Annual Anglers – Willingness-to-Pay  
Motivational  
Angler Type 

 
$0 

 
$2 

 
$4 

 
$6 

 
$8 

 
$10 

 
>$10 

No 
Opinio

n 

Food 34.4% 12.9%   8.5% 8.5% 2.7%   6.7% 4.0% 22.3% 
Relaxation 23.3% 12.5% 13.3% 9.0% 2.8% 12.0% 5.5% 21.8% 
Sports 21.2% 12.1% 16.7% 4.5% 1.5% 15.2% 9.1% 19.7% 
Excitement 20.2% 15.6% 15.0% 7.5% 3.3% 15.2% 6.4% 16.8% 
Social 19.3% 15.7% 14.2% 6.4% 2.0% 12.1% 6.4% 23.8% 
Nature 16.1% 16.3% 14.5% 6.0% 2.5% 10.7% 9.7% 24.2% 
Average 20.7% 14.9% 13.8% 7.1% 2.6% 11.9% 6.9% 22.1% 
Chi-Square: X2=82.75; df=35; p<0.001 
1How much more would you be willing to pay in license fees if the money was to be earmarked 
for additional work on water quality and habitat improvements?  
 
 
 
 
Table 276. The economic value of a year of fishing1 to resident annual anglers 
analyzed by motivational angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Mean Economic Value 95% C.I. 
Social $82,484 $54,387 - $110,580 
Sports Angler $65,901 -$8,020 - $139,821 
Nature $58,318 $35,767 - $80,869 
Relaxation $50,159 $25,546 - $74,773 
Excitement $48,378 $24,234 - $72,521 
Food $26,750 -$8,161 - $61,661 
Total $59,369 $47,495 - $71,242 
ANOVA:  F=1.32; df=5/1,340; p=0.253 
1Hypothetical situation: This question is designed to measure the value of fishing to you in 
general.  Considering all the fishing that you normally do in a year and all the enjoyment, 
satisfaction and other benefits that you receive from a normal year of fishing, how much money 
would it take for you to be equally satisfied to give-up fishing for an entire year? 
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Table 277. Resident annual anglers’ attitudes related to the use of technology in 
fishing analyzed by motivational angler-type? 

Resident Annual Anglers  
Statements About the Use of 
Technology in Fishing2 

Motivational  
Angler Type 

Mean 
Attitude1 

 
95% C.I. 

Sports Angler  0.60 0.33 – 0.87 
Excitement  0.14 0.03 – 0.25 
Social  0.10 0.03 – 0.18 
Relaxation -0.04 -0.14 – 0.05 
Nature -0.08 -0.16 – 0.00 

a. Technological advances in 
fishing gear are good for the 
sport. 

Food -0.11 -0.26 – 0.04 
F=7.10; df=5/2,889; p<0.001 Average  0.03 -0.01 – 0.07 

 

Nature  0.39  0.31 – 0.48 
Food  0.33  0.18 – 0.48 
Social  0.24  0.17 – 0.32 
Relaxation  0.24  0.14 – 0.34 
Excitement  0.20  0.10 – 0.31 

b. There is too much technology 
involved in fishing nowadays.  

Sports Angler -0.23 -0.52 – 0.06 
F=4.49; df=5/2,897; p<0.001 Average  0.27  0.23 – 0.31 
 

Food  0.37  0.22 – 0.53 
Nature  0.28  0.19 – 0.37 
Social  0.26  0.18 – 0.35 
Relaxation  0.24  0.14 – 0.34 
Excitement  0.12  0.01 – 0.23 

c. There should be regulations to 
limit some types of 
technology. 

Sports Angler -0.18 -0.53 – 0.16 
F=3.26; df=5/2,896; p=0.006 Average  0.24  0.19 – 0.28 
 

Sports Angler 0.85 0.54 – 1.15 
Excitement 0.62 0.51 – 0.73 
Relaxation 0.53 0.43 – 0.63 
Social 0.50 0.42 – 0.58 
Nature 0.41 0.32 – 0.50 

d. The use of technology should 
be a personal decision by each 
angler.  

Food 0.27 0.10 – 0.45 
F=4.21; df=5/2,896; p=0.001 Average 0.49 0.45 – 0.54 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree =  -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2.  
 
2It seems that there has been a growth in the use of all kinds of electronic devices designed to 
improve anglers’ chances of finding and catching fish. What is your position on each of the 
following statements about the use of technology in fishing?  
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Table 278. Gender of 2003 resident annual anglers analyzed by motivational angler-
type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Male Female 
Sports Angler 86.4% 13.6% 
Excitement 83.0% 17.0% 
Relaxation 80.1% 19.9% 
Nature 79.9% 20.1% 
Food 79.0% 21.0% 
Social 75.5% 24.5% 
Average 79.3% 20.7% 
Chi-Square: X2=13.51; df=5; p=0.019 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 279. Average age of 2003 resident annual anglers analyzed by motivational 
angler-type. 

Resident Annual Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Mean Age (years) 95% C.I. 
Sports Angler 40.1 35.8 – 44.5 
Excitement 44.3 42.7 – 45.8 
Relaxation 45.1 43.9 – 46.3 
Nature 46.5 45.3 – 47.7 
Social 46.5 45.5 – 47.6 
Food 52.8 50.6 – 54.9 
Total 46.2 45.6 – 46.8 
ANOVA:  F=11.60; df=5/2,903; p<0.001 
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Section II – Catching Fish Model 
 
 
Table 280. Relationship between the importance of catching fish and satisfaction with 
the fishing experience (based on South Dakota resident annual anglers). 
 
A fishing trip can be 
satisfying to me even if I 
don’t catch any fish. 

Catching fish is 
an important 
component of 

fishing. à 
AGREE 

 
The bigger the 
fish I catch, the 

better the fishing 
trip. à Agree 

Catching a limit 
of fish to take 

home is 
important to me. 
àAGREE 

Strongly Disagree 5.5% 94.6% 57.0% 60.4% 
Slightly Disagree 12.8% 90.1% 51.1% 38.2% 
Neutral  11.3% 65.2% 43.4% 31.4% 
Slightly Agree 36.7% 73.4% 46.5% 29.6% 
Strongly Agree 33.6% 52.1% 34.9% 20.6% 
 
 
 
Table 281. Description of the two through six group catching fish model. 

2-Group Model 
Catching Fish 

Important 
Linked to 

Satisfaction 
Big Fish 

Important 
Limit of Fish 

Important 
 

Group 
Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 

1 – 49.4% No 0.20 No 1.37 No -0.49 No -1.15 
2 – 50.6% Yes 1.31 Yes 0.25 Yes 0.68 Yes 0.55 

 

3-Group Model 
Catching Fish 

Important 
Linked to 

Satisfaction 
Big Fish 

Important 
Limit of Fish 

Important 
 

Group 
Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 

1 – 35.0% No 0.03 No 1.39 No -0.85 No -1.38 
2 – 43.2% Yes 0.96 No 1.26 Yes 0.74 Yes 0.32 
3 – 21.8% Yes 1.53 Yes -1.05 Yes 0.37 Yes 0.26 

 

4-Group Model 
Catching Fish 

Important 
Linked to 

Satisfaction 
Big Fish 

Important 
Limit of Fish 

Important 
 

Group 
Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 

1 – 24.8% No -0.08 No 1.33 No -1.32 No -1.47 
2 – 29.9% Medium 1.01 No 1.25 Low 0.26 High 0.78 
3 – 20.9% High 1.55 Yes -1.06 Medium 0.55 Low 0.38 
4 – 24.4% Low 0.63 No 1.31 High 0.99 No -0.98 

 
Table Continued on next page. 
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Table 281 - Continued. Description of the two through six group catching fish 
model. 

5-Group Model 
Catching Fish 

Important 
Linked to 

Satisfaction 
Big Fish 

Important 
Limit of Fish 

Important 
 

Group 
Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 

1 – 24.5% No -0.21 No 1.54 No -1.09 No -1.56 
2 – 13.3% Yes 1.56 Yes -0.91 Yes 1.14 Yes 1.04 
3 – 36.8% Yes 0.87 No 1.34 Yes 0.95 No -0.23 
4 – 13.2% Yes 1.16 Yes -0.80 No -0.40 No -0.65 
5 – 12.2% Yes 1.06 No 1.25 No -0.62 Yes 1.02 

 

6-Group Model 
Catching Fish 

Important 
Linked to 

Satisfaction 
Big Fish 

Important 
Limit of Fish 

Important 
 

Group 
Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 Fits Value1 

1 – 19.9% No -0.05 No  1.56 No -1.47 No -1.51 
2 – 23.9% Yes  1.23 No  1.31 Yes  0.32 Yes  0.93 
3 – 17.7% Yes  1.19 No  1.29 Yes  1.03 No -1.07 
4 – 14.3% No -0.56 No  1.25 Yes  0.48 No -0.53 
5 – 10.7% Yes  1.28 Yes -0.83 No -0.74 No -0.52 
6 – 13.5% Yes  1.55 Yes -1.03 Yes  1.11 Yes  0.80 

1Scale (see Table 48): Strongly Disagree = -2; Slightly Disagree = -1; Neutral = 0; 
Slightly Agree = 1; Strongly Agree = 2. 
 
 
 
Table 282. Providing names for the 4-group catching fish model. 
Group Name of Group – Importance of Catching Fish Size of Group (N=2,971) 

1 Not Important 24.8% 
4 Low Importance 24.4% 
2 Medium Importance 29.9% 
3 High Importance 20.9% 

 
 
 
Table 283. Providing names for the 5-group catching fish model. 
Group Name of Group Size of Group (N=2,971) 

3 Big Fish Anglers 36.8% 
1 Activity Anglers 24.5% 
2 Product Anglers 13.3% 
4 Action Anglers 13.2% 
5 Bag-Limit Anglers 12.2% 
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Table 284-A. Relationship between the angler motivational model and the 4-group 
catching fish model. 
Motivational Angler-Type Catching Fish Angler-Type Percent Composition 

Medium Importance 28.8% 
Not Important 26.3% 
Low Importance 25.7% 

Social Anglers 

High Importance 19.2% 
 

Not Important 32.9% 
Medium Importance 29.2% 
Low Importance 25.9% 

Nature Anglers 

High Importance 11.9% 
 

Medium Importance 30.4% 
Not Important 28.3% 
Low Importance 26.5% 

Relaxation Anglers 

High Importance 14.9% 
 

High Importance 34.9% 
Medium Importance 27.1% 
Low Importance 24.4% 

Excitement Anglers 

Not Important 13.6% 
 

High Importance 40.9% 
Medium Importance 43.1% 
Not Important 10.7% 

Food Anglers 

Low Importance   5.3% 
 

Low Importance 47.0% 
High Importance 25.8% 
Medium Importance 16.7% 

Sports Anglers 

Not Important 10.6% 
Chi-Square: X2=268.18; df=15; p<0.001 
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 Table 284-B. Relationship between the 5-group catching fish model and the angler 
motivational model. 
Catching Fish Angler-Type Motivational Angler-Type Percent Composition 

Nature Angler 33.1% 
Social Angler 29.8% 
Relaxation Angler 23.8% 
Excitement Angler   9.1% 
Food Angler   3.1% 

Catching Fish - Not 
Important 

Sports Angler   1.0% 
 

Social Angler 29.2% 
Nature Angler 26.2% 
Relaxation Angler 22.4% 
Excitement Angler 16.3% 
Sports Angler   4.3% 

Catching Fish - Low 
Importance 

Food Angler   1.7% 
 

Social Angler 27.1% 
Nature Angler 24.3% 
Relaxation Angler 21.3% 
Excitement Angler 15.0% 
Food Angler 11.1% 

Catching Fish – Medium 
Importance 

Sports Angler   1.3% 
 

Excitement Angler 27.5% 
Social Angler 25.7% 
Food Angler 15.0% 
Relaxation Angler 14.8% 
Nature Angler 14.2% 

Catching Fish – High 
Importance 

Sports Angler   2.8% 
Chi-Square: X2=268.18; df=15; p<0.001 
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Table 285-A. Relationship between the angler motivational model and the 5-group 
catching fish model. 
Motivational Angler-Type Catching Fish Angler-Type Percent Composition 

Big Fish Anglers 36.9% 
Activity Anglers 26.5% 
Action Anglers 13.1% 
Bag-Limit Anglers 12.3% 

Social Anglers 

Product Anglers 11.2% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 38.5% 
Activity Anglers 33.7% 
Bag-Limit Anglers 10.8% 
Action Anglers 10.4% 

Nature Anglers 

Product Anglers   6.4% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 37.7% 
Activity Anglers 29.6% 
Bag-Limit Anglers 13.1% 
Action Anglers 12.3% 

Relaxation Anglers 

Product Anglers   7.4% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 40.9% 
Product Anglers 24.6% 
Action Anglers 16.9% 
Activity Anglers 10.5% 

Excitement Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers   7.9% 
 

Product Anglers 34.7% 
Bag-Limit Anglers 24.9% 
Big Fish Anglers 16.9% 
Action Anglers 15.6% 

Food Anglers 

Activity Anglers   8.0% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 51.5% 
Action Anglers 19.7% 
Product Anglers 15.2% 
Activity Anglers 10.6% 

Sports Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers   3.0% 
Chi-Square: X2=355.60; df=20; p<0.001 
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 Table 285-B. Relationship between the 5-group catching fish model and the angler 
motivational model. 
Catching Fish Angler-Type Motivational Angler-Type Percent Composition 

Social Anglers 27.9% 
Nature Anglers 25.9% 
Relaxation Anglers 21.3% 
Excitement Anglers 18.2% 
Food Anglers   3.5% 

Big Fish Anglers 

Sports Anglers   3.1% 
 

Nature Anglers 34.1% 
Social Anglers 30.2% 
Relaxation Anglers 25.1% 
Excitement Anglers   7.1% 
Food Anglers   2.5% 

Activity Anglers 

Sports Anglers   1.0% 
 

Excitement Anglers 30.4% 
Social Anglers 23.5% 
Food Anglers 19.9% 
Nature Anglers 12.0% 
Relaxation Anglers 11.5% 

Product Anglers 

Sports Anglers   2.6% 
 

Social Anglers 28.1% 
Excitement Anglers 20.3% 
nature Anglers 19.7% 
Relaxation Anglers 19.5% 
Food Anglers   9.1% 

Action Anglers 

Sports Anglers   3.4% 
 

Social Anglers 28.4% 
Relaxation Anglers 22.5% 
Nature Anglers 22.2% 
Food Anglers 15.7% 
Excitement Anglers 10.7% 

Bag-Limit Anglers 

Sports Anglers   0.6% 
Chi-Square: X2=355.60; df=20; p<0.001 
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Table 286. Description of 4-group catching fish angler-types based on factors for 
selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Medium Importance 3.02 2.96 – 3.07 
High Importance 2.99 2.92 – 3.06 
Not Important 2.97 2.90 – 3.03 

good water quality 

Low Importance 2.90 2.84 – 2.97 
Total 2.97 2.94 – 3.00 
ANOVA:  F=2.29; df=3/2,942; p=0.076 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.80 2.73 – 2.87 
Medium Importance 2.66 2.59 – 2.72 
Low Importance 2.42 2.34 – 2.49 

presence of favorite 
fish 

Not Important 2.24 2.16 – 2.32 
Total 2.53 2.49 – 2.56 
ANOVA:  F=44.38; df=3/2,940; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.82 2.75 – 2.90 
Medium Importance 2.81 2.76 – 2.87 
Low Importance 2.20 2.12 – 2.28 

presence of good 
eating fish 

Not Important 2.11 2.03 – 2.19 
Total 2.49 2.45 – 2.53 
ANOVA:  F=105.83; df=3/2,942; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.55 2.47 – 2.62 
Medium Importance 2.54 2.48 – 2.60 
Low Importance 2.43 2.35 – 2.50 

easy fishing access 

Not Important 2.43 2.35 – 2.50 
Total 2.48 2.45 – 2.52 
ANOVA:  F=3.44; df=5/2,931; p=0.016 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.66 2.59 – 2.73 
Medium Importance 2.55 2.49 – 2.61 
Low Importance 2.40 2.33 – 2.47 

species of fish found 
there 

Not Important 2.14 2.06 – 2.22 
Total 2.43 2.40 – 2.47 
ANOVA:  F=38.63; df=3/2,932; p<0.001 
 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 286 – Continued. Description of 4-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Low Importance 2.53 2.47 – 2.59 
Medium Importance 2.44 2.39 – 2.50 
High Importance 2.40 2.33 – 2.47 

few anglers, no 
crowding 

Not Important 2.39 2.32 – 2.45 
Total 2.44 2.41 – 2.47 
ANOVA:  F=3.91; df=3/2,938; p=0.008 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.42 2.35 – 2.50 
Medium Importance 2.42 2.36 – 2.48 
Low Importance 2.28 2.21 – 2.35 

past success in the 
area 

Not Important 2.02 1.95 – 2.10 
Total 2.29 2.25 – 2.32 
ANOVA:  F=27.76; df=3/2,940; p<0.001 
 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Not Important 2.41 2.34 – 2.49 
Low Importance 2.30 2.23 – 2.37 
Medium Importance 2.26 2.19 – 2.32 

natural beauty of the 
area 

High Importance 1.99 1.91 – 2.07 
Total 2.25 2.21 – 2.29 
ANOVA:  F=21.39; df=5/2,926; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Low Importance 2.29 2.22 – 2.36 
Medium Importance 2.25 2.19 – 2.32 
Not Important 2.23 2.15 – 2.31 

solitude of the area 

High Importance 2.16 2.08 – 2.24 
Total 2.24 2.20 – 2.27 
ANOVA:  F=1.98; df=3/2,913; p=0.115 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Medium Importance 2.35 2.29 – 2.42 
High Importance 2.28 2.20 – 2.36 
Low Importance 2.14 2.07 – 2.22 

familiarity with the 
area 

Not Important 2.11 2.03 – 2.19 
Total 2.23 2.19 – 2.26 
ANOVA:  F=10.19; df=3/2,935; p<0.001 
 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 286 – Continued. Description of 4-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Not Important 2.27 2.19 – 2.35 
Medium Importance 2.26 2.19 – 2.34 
High Importance 2.25 2.16 – 2.34 

family likes the area 

Low Importance 2.12 2.04 – 2.20 
Total 2.23 2.19 – 2.27 
ANOVA:  F=3.05; df=3/2,930; p=0.027 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.66 2.59 – 2.74 
Medium Importance 2.46 2.40 – 2.52 
Low Importance 2.00 1.93 – 2.07 

number of fish of 
“keepable” size 

Not Important 1.62 1.54 – 1.69 
Total 2.18 2.14 – 2.22 
ANOVA:  F=164.79; df=3/2,943; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.27 2.19 – 2.35 
Medium Importance 2.16 2.09 – 2.23 
Low Importance 2.02 1.94 – 2.10 

close to home 

Not Important 2.01 1.93 – 2.09 
Total 2.11 2.07 – 2.15 
ANOVA:  F=9.44; df=3/2,938; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Low Importance 2.16 2.07 – 2.25 
Not Important 2.09 1.99 – 2.19 
Medium Importance 2.08 1.99 – 2.17 

good shore fishing 
opportunities 

High Importance 2.03 1.92 – 2.14 
Total 2.09 2.04 – 2.14 
ANOVA:  F=1.04; df=5/2,931; p=0.376 
 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.50 2.43 – 2.57 
Medium Importance 2.21 2.15 – 2.27 
Low Importance 1.98 1.91 – 2.05 

ability to catch lots of 
fish 

Not Important 1.46 1.39 – 1.53 
Total 2.03 1.99 – 2.06 
ANOVA:  F=151.74; df=3/2,935; p<0.001 
 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 286 – Continued. Description of 4-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

High Importance 2.36 2.29 – 2.44 
Low Importance 2.18 2.11 – 2.24 
Medium Importance 2.13 2.08 – 2.19 

presence of large fish 

Not Important 1.45 1.39 – 1.52 
Total 2.03 1.99 – 2.06 
ANOVA:  F=138.78; df=3/2,933; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Medium Importance 2.17 2.09 – 2.26 
High Importance 2.14 2.04 – 2.25 
Low Importance 1.83 1.74 – 1.93 

easy boat access 

Not Important 1.82 1.72 – 1.93 
Total 2.00 1.95 – 2.05 
ANOVA:  F=14.86; df=3/2,936; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.11 2.01 – 2.18 
Medium Importance 2.08 2.01 – 2.16 
Not Important 1.93 1.85 – 2.02 

nearby parking 
spots 

Low Importance 1.89 1.81 – 1.97 
Total 2.00 1.96 – 2.04 
ANOVA:  F=6.50; df=3/2,943; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.23 2.14 – 2.32 
Medium Importance 2.04 1.97 – 2.12 
Low Importance 1.93 1.85 – 2.02 

area is stocked with 
fish 

Not Important 1.70 1.61 – 1.79 
Total 1.97 1.93 – 2.01 
ANOVA:  F=25.07; df=3/2,927; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 2.04 1.94 – 2.14 
Medium Importance 2.02 1.94 – 2.11 
Low Importance 1.74 1.65 – 1.84 

good boat fishing 
opportunities 

Not Important 1.65 1.55 – 1.75 
Total 1.86 1.82 – 1.91 
ANOVA:  F=17.37; df=3/2,945; p<0.001 
 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 286 – Continued. Description of 4-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Medium Importance 1.93 1.86 – 2.00 
High Importance 1.89 1.81 – 1.98 
Low Importance 1.82 1.74 – 1.90 

chance to catch a 
variety of fish 

Not Important 1.70 1.61 – 1.78 
Total 1.84 1.80 – 1.88 
ANOVA:  F=6.67; df=3/2,934; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High importance 1.99 1.90 – 2.08 
Low Importance 1.85 1.76 – 1.93 
Medium Importance 1.84 1.77 – 1.92 

chance to catch 
“wild” fish 

Not Important 1.50 1.42 – 1.59 
Total 1.79 1.75 – 1.83 
ANOVA:  F=22.35; df=5/2,906; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Medium Importance 1.54 1.46 – 1.62 
High Importance 1.52 1.43 – 1.62 
Low Importance 1.38 1.29 – 1.46 

available 
accommodations 

Not Important 1.33 1.24 – 1.42 
Total 1.45 1.40 – 1.49 
ANOVA:  F=6.13; df=3/2,935; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Medium Importance 1.53 1.46 – 1.61 
High Importance 1.48 1.39 – 1.57 
Low Importance 1.33 1.25 – 1.42 

bait and tackle 
shops nearby 

Not Important 1.28 1.19 – 1.37 
Total 1.41 1.37 – 1.45 
ANOVA:  F=7.84; df=3/2,935; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Medium Importance 1.44 1.37 – 1.51 
High Importance 1.37 1.29 – 1.46 
Low Importance 1.32 1.24 – 1.40 

because friends fish 
there 

Not Important 1.23 1.15 – 1.31 
Total 1.35 1.31 – 1.39 
ANOVA:  F=4.95; df=3/2,940; p=0.002 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 286 – Continued. Description of 4-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

High Importance 1.37 1.28 – 1.46 
Medium Importance 1.31 1.24 – 1.38 
Low Importance 1.14 1.07 – 1.22 

because of the 
regulations there 

Not Important 0.94 0.86 – 1.01 
Total 1.19 1.15 – 1.23 
ANOVA:  F=23.29; df=3/2,927; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Medium Importance 1.26 1.19 – 1.34 
High Importance 1.22 1.12 – 1.31 
Not Important 1.00 0.92 – 1.09 

marina facilities 

Low Importance 0.97 0.90 – 1.05 
Total 1.12 1.08 – 1.16 
ANOVA:  F=12.57; df=3/2,937; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 1.17 1.08 – 1.26 
Medium Importance 0.98 0.90 – 1.05 
Low Importance 0.89 0.81 – 0.97 

chance to catch fish 
which qualify for 
GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards Not Important 0.47 0.41 – 0.53 
Total 0.87 0.83 – 0.91 
ANOVA:  F=54.75; df=3/2,942; p<0.001 
 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
High Importance 0.68 0.61 – 0.75 
Medium Importance 0.67 0.61 – 0.73 
Low Importance 0.60 0.54 – 0.67 

nearness of 
restaurants 

Not Important 0.58 0.51 – 0.64 
Total 0.63 0.60 – 0.67 
ANOVA:  F=2.45; df=3/2,931; p=0.062 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on factors for 
selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Bag-Limit Anglers 3.12 3.03 – 3.21 
Product Anglers 3.02 2.93 – 3.11 
Big Fish Anglers 2.95 2.90 – 3.00 
Activity Anglers 2.94 2.87 – 3.01 

good water quality 

Action Anglers 2.90 2.81 – 3.00 
Total 2.97 2.94 – 3.00 
ANOVA:  F=3.81; df=4/2,941; p=0.004 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.90 2.81 – 2.98 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.76 2.66 – 2.86 
Big Fish Anglers 2.55 2.49 – 2.61 
Action Anglers 2.52 2.41 – 2.62 

presence of favorite 
fish 

Activity Anglers 2.18 2.10 – 2.26 
Total 2.53 2.49 – 2.56 
ANOVA:  F=41.59; df=4/2,939; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.99 2.91 – 3.08 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.93 2.85 – 3.01 
Big Fish Anglers 2.50 2.44 – 2.56 
Action Anglers 2.41 2.30 – 2.52 

presence of good 
eating fish 

Activity Anglers 2.04 1.96 – 2.12 
Total 2.49 2.45 – 2.53 
ANOVA:  F=77.71; df=4/2,941; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.56 2.46 – 2.66 
Product Anglers 2.55 2.46 – 2.65 
Big Fish Anglers 2.48 2.43 – 2.54 
Action Anglers 2.45 2.36 – 2.55 

easy fishing access 

Activity Anglers 2.43 2.35 – 2.51 
Total 2.48 2.45 – 2.52 
ANOVA:  F=1.59; df=4/2,930; p=0.173 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Product Anglers 2.72 2.64 – 2.81 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.66 2.57 – 2.75 
Big Fish Anglers 2.47 2.42 – 2.53 
Action Anglers 2.41 2.31 – 2.52 

species of fish found 
there 

Activity Anglers 2.13 2.05 – 2.21 
Total 2.44 2.41 – 2.47 
ANOVA:  F=32.09; df=4/2,931; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Big Fish Anglers 2.50 2.45 – 2.55 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.50 2.41 – 2.59 
Product Anglers 2.43 2.34 – 2.51 
Activity Anglers 2.40 2.33 – 2.46 

few anglers, no 
crowding 

Action Anglers 2.33 2.24 – 2.42 
Total 2.44 2.41 – 2.47 
ANOVA:  F=3.53; df=4/2,937; p=0.007 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.53 2.44 – 2.62 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.45 2.35 – 2.56 
Big Fish Anglers 2.37 2.32 – 2.42 
Action Anglers 2.16 2.05 – 2.26 

past success in the 
area 

Activity Anglers 2.02 1.95 – 2.10 
Total 2.29 2.25 – 2.32 
ANOVA:  F=26.24; df=4/2,939; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Activity Anglers 2.44 2.37 – 2.51 
Big Fish Anglers 2.30 2.24 – 2.36 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.28 2.17 – 2.39 
Action Anglers 2.09 1.98 – 2.19 

natural beauty of 
the area 

Product Anglers 1.90 1.80 – 2.00 
Total 2.25 2.21 – 2.29 
ANOVA:  F=22.32; df=4/2,925; p<0.001 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Bag-Limit Anglers 2.34 2.24 – 2.44 
Big Fish Anglers 2.26 2.20 – 2.32 
Activity Anglers 2.24 2.16 – 2.32 
Product Anglers 2.17 2.07 – 2.27 

solitude of the area 

Action Anglers 2.15 2.05 – 2.25 
Total 2.24 2.20 – 2.27 
ANOVA:  F=2.24; df=4/2,912; p=0.062 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.41 2.31 – 2.52 
Product Anglers 2.36 2.26 – 2.45 
Big Fish Anglers 2.23 2.17 – 2.29 
Action Anglers 2.16 2.05 – 2.27 

familiarity with the 
area 

Activity Anglers 2.09 2.01 – 2.17 
Total 2.23 2.19 – 2.26 
ANOVA:  F=8.29; df=4/2,934; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.25 2.13 – 2.37 
Activity Anglers 2.24 2.16 – 2.33 
Product Anglers 2.24 2.13 – 2.36 
Action Anglers 2.23 2.11 – 2.34 

family likes the 
area 

Big Fish Anglers 2.20 2.14 – 2.27 
Total 2.23 2.19 – 2.27 
ANOVA:  F=0.20; df=4/2,929; p=0.939 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.86 2.78 – 2.94 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.57 2.48 – 2.65 
Big Fish Anglers 2.21 2.16 – 2.27 
Action Anglers 2.19 2.08 – 2.29 

number of fish of 
“keepable” size 

Activity Anglers 1.57 1.50 – 1.65 
Total 2.18 2.14 – 2.22 
ANOVA:  F=134.76; df=4/2,942; p<0.001 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Product Anglers 2.29 2.19 – 2.39 
Action Anglers 2.20 2.09 – 2.31 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.20 2.10 – 2.31 
Big Fish Anglers 2.06 2.00 – 2.12 

close to home 

Activity Anglers 1.99 1.91 – 2.07 
Total 2.11 2.07 – 2.15 
ANOVA:  F=7.02; df=4/2,937; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Activity Anglers 2.14 2.05 – 2.24 
Big Fish Anglers 2.11 2.03 – 2.18 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.09 1.94 – 2.23 
Product Anglers 2.04 1.90 – 2.17 

good shore fishing 
opportunities 

Action Anglers 2.01 1.87 – 2.15 
Total 2.09 2.04 – 2.14 
ANOVA:  F=0.83; df=4/2,930; p=0.503 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.65 2.57 – 2.73 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.25 2.15 – 2.35 
Action Anglers 2.15 2.05 – 2.24 
Big Fish Anglers 2.10 2.04 – 2.15 

ability to catch lots of 
fish 

Activity Anglers 1.42 1.35 – 1.49 
Total 2.03 1.99 – 2.06 
ANOVA:  F=127.53; df=4/2,934; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.59 2.51 – 2.68 
Big Fish Anglers 2.25 2.20 – 2.30 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.97 1.88 – 2.06 
Action Anglers 1.91 1.81 – 2.01 

presence of large fish 

Activity Anglers 1.47 1.41 – 1.54 
Total 2.03 1.99 – 2.06 
ANOVA:  F=129.39; df=4/2,932; p<0.001 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Product Anglers 2.25 2.12 – 2.38 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.21 2.08 – 2.35 
Big Fish Anglers 2.01 1.93 – 2.08 
Action Anglers 1.96 1.82 – 2.10 

easy boat access 

Activity Anglers 1.76 1.65 – 1.86 
Total 2.00 1.95 – 2.05 
ANOVA:  F=11.52; df=4/2,935; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.19 2.08 – 2.29 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.09 1.98 – 2.21 
Action Anglers 1.98 1.87 – 2.10 
Big Fish Anglers 1.96 1.90 – 2.03 

nearby parking spots 

Activity Anglers 1.92 1.84 – 2.01 
Total 2.00 1.96 – 2.04 
ANOVA:  F=4.43; df=4/2,942; p=0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.30 2.19 – 2.41 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.10 1.98 – 2.22 
Big Fish Anglers 2.02 1.95 – 2.08 
Action Anglers 2.01 1.89 – 2.13 

area is stocked with 
fish 

Activity Anglers 1.64 1.55 – 1.73 
Total 1.97 1.93 – 2.01 
ANOVA:  F=24.64; df=4/2,926; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.14 2.01 – 2.26 
Bag-Limit Anglers 2.06 1.93 – 2.19 
Big Fish Anglers 1.89 1.82 – 1.97 
Action Anglers 1.88 1.74 – 2.01 

good boat fishing 
opportunities 

Activity Anglers 1.58 1.48 – 1.68 
Total 1.86 1.82 – 1.91 
ANOVA:  F=15.54; df=4/2,944; p<0.001 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Product Anglers 2.00 1.90 – 2.11 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.92 1.80 – 2.04 
Big Fish Anglers 1.89 1.82 – 1.95 
Action Anglers 1.80 1.69 – 1.91 

chance to catch a 
variety of fish 

Activity Anglers 1.65 1.57 – 1.73 
Total 1.84 1.80 – 1.88 
ANOVA:  F=8.73; df=4/2,933; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 2.03 1.92 – 2.14 
Big Fish Anglers 1.88 1.82 – 1.95 
Action Anglers 1.83 1.72 – 1.95 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.79 1.67 – 1.91 

chance to catch 
“wild” fish 

Activity Anglers 1.50 1.41 – 1.59 
Total 1.79 1.75 – 1.83 
ANOVA:  F=17.33; df=4/2,905; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 1.63 1.51 – 1.74 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.48 1.35 – 1.60 
Big Fish Anglers 1.45 1.38 – 1.52 
Action Anglers 1.39 1.27 – 1.51 

available 
accommodations 

Activity Anglers 1.36 1.27 – 1.45 
Total 1.45 1.40 – 1.49 
ANOVA:  F=3.54; df=4/2,934; p=0.007 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 1.57 1.45 – 1.68 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.49 1.36 – 1.61 
Big Fish Anglers 1.44 1.37 – 1.51 
Action Anglers 1.39 1.27 – 1.50 

bait and tackle 
shops nearby 

Activity Anglers 1.26 1.17 – 1.35 
Total 1.41 1.37 – 1.45 
ANOVA:  F=5.35; df=4/2,934; p<0.001 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Product Anglers 1.46 1.35 – 1.56 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.41 1.29 – 1.53 
Big Fish Anglers 1.40 1.34 – 1.47 
Action Anglers 1.24 1.13 – 1.35 

because friends fish 
there 

Activity Anglers 1.23 1.15 – 1.31 
Total 1.35 1.31 – 1.39 
ANOVA:  F=4.83; df=4/2,939; p=0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 1.45 1.34 – 1.56 
Big Fish Anglers 1.24 1.18 – 1.31 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.23 1.11 – 1.34 
Action Anglers 1.15 1.05 – 1.26 

because of the 
regulations there 

Activity Anglers 0.97 0.89 – 1.05 
Total 1.19 1.15 – 1.23 
ANOVA:  F=14.29; df=4/2,926; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 1.33 1.21 – 1.45 
Bag-Limit Anglers 1.20 1.07 – 1.32 
Big Fish Anglers 1.14 1.07 – 1.21 
Action Anglers 1.11 1.00 – 1.23 

marina facilities 

Activity Anglers 0.94 0.86 – 1.02 
Total 1.12 1.08 – 1.16 
ANOVA:  F=8.34; df=4/2,936; p<0.001 

 

Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 
Product Anglers 1.36 1.24 – 1.48 
Big Fish Anglers 1.03 0.97 – 1.10 
Action Anglers 0.86 0.75 – 0.97 
Bag-Limit Anglers 0.71 0.61 – 0.81 

chance to catch fish 
which qualify for 
GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

Activity Anglers 0.45 0.39 – 0.50 
Total 0.87 0.83 – 0.91 
ANOVA:  F=60.29; df=4/2,941; p<0.001 
 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Table 287 – Continued. Description of 5-group catching fish angler-types based on 
factors for selecting a “good fishing spot” (arranged from most to least important factors). 
Factor   Angler Type Mean Importance1 95% C.I. 

Product Anglers 0.74 0.65 – 0.83 
Big Fish Anglers 0.65 0.59 – 0.70 
Action Anglers 0.64 0.55 – 0.73 
Bag-Limit Anglers 0.59 0.50 – 0.69 

nearness of 
restaurants 

Activity Anglers 0.58 0.51 – 0.65 
Total 0.63 0.60 – 0.67 
ANOVA:  F=2.26; df=4/2,930; p=0.060 

 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = 
Very Important; 4 = Critical 
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Section III – Factors for Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Model 
 
Table 288. Description of a 5-cluster solution model of anglers using the 29 factors 
for selecting “a good fishing spot.” 

Importance and Level Scales1,2  “A Good Fishing Spot” 
Factor (Situations and Conditions) Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 
a. few anglers, no crowding 2.13 2.49 2.73 2.18 2.62 
b. natural beauty of the area 1.96 2.06 2.51 2.11 2.57 
c. easy fishing access 1.74 2.31 2.61 2.65 3.00 
d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.23 2.30 1.90 1.25 2.27 
e. good shore fishing opportunities 1.64 2.23 3.27 0.92 2.35 
f. presence of good eating fish 1.59 2.79 2.55 2.36 3.04 
g. presence of large fish 1.27 2.30 2.03 1.82 2.63 
h. ability to catch lots of fish 1.23 2.39 2.00 1.82 2.68 
i. easy boat access 1.10 2.38 0.43 2.97 2.90 
j. good water quality 2.29 2.97 3.08 3.02 3.42 
k. close to home 1.43 2.01 2.38 1.88 2.70 
l. family likes the area 1.51 1.91 2.42 2.27 2.90 
m. area is stocked with fish 1.03 1.98 2.19 1.82 2.77 
n. species of fish found there 1.56 2.69 2.51 2.35 2.99 
o. familiarity with the area   1.38 2.02 2.39 2.22 2.95 
p. nearby parking spots 1.01 1.67 2.07 2.24 2.83 
q. because friends fish there 0.67 1.07 1.23 1.44 2.20 
r. available accommodations 0.54 1.01 1.17 1.85 2.52 
s. because of the regulations there 0.39 1.08 1.07 1.17 2.18 
t. past success in the area 1.45 2.45 2.39 2.14 2.94 
u. solitude of the area 1.73 2.25 2.55 1.95 2.68 
v. number of fish of “keepable” size 1.13 2.51 2.16 2.15 2.87 
w. nearness of restaurants 0.18 0.40 0.36 0.73 1.45 
x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.07 2.03 1.89 1.56 2.59 
y. chance to catch fish which qualify 

for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
 

0.32 
 

1.21 
 

0.50 
 

0.65 
 

1.67 
z. presence of favorite fish 1.63 2.87 2.49 2.54 3.05 
aa. marina facilities 0.35 0.88 0.33 1.75 2.11 
bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 0.52 1.18 0.93 1.85 2.44 
cc. good boat fishing opportunities 0.98 2.24 0.43 2.74 2.79 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = Very 
Important; 4 = Critical 
2Level: High = 3.00 – 4.00; Medium High = 2.00 – 2.99; Medium Low = 1,00 – 1.99; Low = 0 – 0.99. 
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Table 288-A. Profile for Group 1 (18.2%) – Nature-Shore Anglers.  
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good water quality 2.29 
few anglers, no crowding 2.13 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

natural beauty of the area 1.96 
easy fishing access 1.74 
solitude of the area 1.73 
good shore fishing opportunities 1.64 
presence of favorite fish 1.63 
presence of good eating fish 1.59 
species of fish found there 1.56 
family likes the area 1.51 
past success in the area 1.45 
close to home 1.43 
familiarity with the area 1.38 
presence of large fish 1.27 
chance to catch “wild” fish 1.23 
ability to catch lots of fish 1.23 
number of fish of “keepable” size 1.13 
easy boat access 1.10 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.07 
area is stocked with fish 1.03 
nearby parking spots 1.01 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good boat fishing opportunities 0.98 
because friends fish there 0.67 
available accommodations 0.57 
bait and tackle shops nearby 0.52 
because of the regulations there 0.39 
marina facilities 0.35 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.32 

nearness of restaurants 0.18 
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Table 288-B. Profile for Group 2 (20.0%) – Utilitarian Anglers.  
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good water quality 2.97 
presence of favorite fish 2.87 
presence of good eating fish 2.79 
species of fish found there 2.69 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.51 
few anglers, no crowding 2.49 
past success in the area 2.45 
ability to catch lots of fish 2.39 
easy boat access 2.38 
easy fishing access 2.31 
chance to catch “wild” fish 2.30 
presence of large fish 2.30 
solitude of the area 2.25 
good boat fishing opportunities 2.24 
good shore fishing opportunities 2.23 
natural beauty of the area 2.06 
chance to catch a variety of fish 2.03 
familiarity with the area 2.02 
close to home 2.01 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

area is stocked with fish 1.98 
family likes the area 1.91 
nearby parking spots 1.67 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
1.21 

bait and tackle shops nearby 1.18 
because of the regulations there 1.08 
because friends fish there 1.07 
available accommodations 1.01 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

marina facilities 0.88 
nearness of restaurants 0.40 
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Table 288-C. Profile for Group 3 (19.9%) – Shore Anglers.  
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
good shore fishing opportunities 3.27 
good water quality 3.08 

 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

few anglers, no crowding 2.73 
easy fishing access 2.61 
presence of good eating fish 2.55 
solitude of the area 2.55 
natural beauty of the area 2.51 
species of fish found there 2.51 
presence of favorite fish 2.49 
family likes the area 2.42 
past success in the area 2.39 
familiarity with the area 2.39 
close to home 2.38 
area is stocked with fish 2.19 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.16 
nearby parking spots 2.07 
presence of large fish 2.03 
ability to catch lots of fish 2.00 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

chance to catch “wild” fish 1.90 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.89 
because friends fish there 1.23 
available accommodations 1.17 
because of the regulations there 1.07 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

bait and tackle shops nearby 0.93 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.50 

easy boat access 0.43 
good boat fishing opportunities 0.43 
nearness of restaurants 0.36 
marina facilities 0.33 
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Table 288-D. Profile for Group 4 (21.1%) – Boat Anglers.  
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
good water quality 3.02 

 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

easy boat access 2.97 
good boat fishing opportunities 2.74 
easy fishing access 2.65 
presence of favorite fish 2.54 
presence of good eating fish 2.36 
species of fish found there 2.35 
family likes the area 2.27 
nearby parking spots 2.24 
familiarity with the area 2.22 
few anglers, no crowding 2.18 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.15 
past success in the area 2.14 
natural beauty of the area 2.11 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

solitude of the area 1.95 
close to home 1.88 
available accommodations 1.85 
bait and tackle shops nearby 1.85 
presence of large fish 1.82 
ability to catch lots of fish 1.82 
area is stocked with fish 1.82 
marina facilities 1.75 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.56 
because friends fish there 1.44 
chance to catch “wild” fish 1.25 
because of the regulations there 1.17 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good shore fishing opportunities 0.92 
nearness of restaurants 0.73 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.65 
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Table 288-E. Profile for Group 5 (20.7%) – Total Experience Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
good water quality 3.42 
presence of favorite fish 3.05 
presence of good eating fish 3.04 
easy fishing access 3.00 

 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

species of fish found there 2.99 
familiarity with the area 2.95 
past success in the area 2.94 
easy boat access 2.90 
family likes the area 2.90 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.87 
nearby parking spots 2.83 
good boat fishing opportunities 2.79 
area is stocked with fish 2.77 
close to home 2.70 
solitude of the area 2.68 
ability to catch lots of fish 2.68 
presence of large fish 2.63 
few anglers, no crowding 2.62 
chance to catch a variety of fish 2.59 
natural beauty of the area 2.57 
available accommodations 2.52 
bait and tackle shops nearby 2.44 
good shore fishing opportunities 2.35 
chance to catch “wild” fish 2.27 
because friends fish there 2.20 
because of the regulations there 2.18 
marina facilities 2.11 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
1.67 

nearness of restaurants 1.45 
 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Table 289. Description of a 6-cluster solution model of anglers using the 29 factors 
for selecting “a good fishing spot.” 

Importance and Level Scales1,2 / Group  “A Good Fishing Spot” 
Factor (Situations and Conditions) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
a. few anglers, no crowding 2.23 2.55 2.82 2.71 2.01 2.32 
b. natural beauty of the area 2.35 2.53 2.52 2.46 1.90 1.69 
c. easy fishing access 2.72 2.95 2.01 3.01 1.79 2.15 
d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.18 2.21 2.07 2.02 1.13 2.05 
e. good shore fishing opportunities 1.27 2.10 2.94 3.35 1.67 1.44 
f. presence of good eating fish 2.24 2.98 2.34 2.87 1.49 2.73 
g. presence of large fish 1.65 2.57 1.93 2.27 1.14 2.33 
h. ability to catch lots of fish 1.63 2.63 1.79 2.35 1.12 2.39 
i. easy boat access 2.95 3.09 0.56 1.01 1.03 2.44 
j. good water quality 3.08 3.39 2.98 3.17 2.24 2.76 
k. close to home 1.97 2.61 2.04 2.62 1.45 1.73 
l. family likes the area 2.40 2.85 1.84 2.73 1.57 1.66 
m. area is stocked with fish 1.81 2.71 1.60 2.65 0.99 1.79 
n. species of fish found there 2.17 2.94 2.52 2.75 1.37 2.64 
o. familiarity with the area   2.18 2.89 2.03 2.65 1.32 1.91 
p. nearby parking spots 2.25 2.79 1.27 2.56 1.07 1.58 
q. because friends fish there 1.38 2.16 0.77 1.71 0.66 0.99 
r. available accommodations 1.74 2.51 0.47 1.78 0.63 1.03 
s. because of the regulations there 1.00 2.15 0.67 1.42 0.44 1.11 
t. past success in the area 2.03 2.89 2.24 2.61 1.32 2.38 
u. solitude of the area 2.00 2.63 2.67 2.57 1.54 1.99 
v. number of fish of “keepable” size 1.93 2.84 1.91 2.53 0.98 2.55 
w. nearness of restaurants 0.68 1.41 0.17 0.57 0.20 0.46 
x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.53 2.53 1.66 2.23 1.01 1.82 
y. chance to catch fish which qualify 

for GFP Trophy Angler Awards 
 

0.43 
 

1.64 
 

0.57 
 

0.71 
 

0.24 
 

1.33 
z. presence of favorite fish 2.33 3.03 2.56 2.71 1.36 2.92 
aa. marina facilities 1.57 2.22 0.17 0.65 0.34 1.10 
bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.72 2.44 0.49 1.36 0.52 1.36 
cc. good boat fishing opportunities 2.58 2.99 0.50 0.94 0.88 2.48 
1Importance scale: 0 = Not Important; 1 = Slightly Important; 2 = Moderately Important; 3 = Very 
Important; 4 = Critical 
2Level: High = 3.00 – 4.00; Medium High = 2.00 – 2.99; Medium Low = 1,00 – 1.99; Low = 0 – 0.99. 
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Table 289-A. Profile for Group 1 (17.8%) – Nature-Boat Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
good water quality 3.08 

 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

easy boat access 2.95 
easy fishing access 2.72 
good boat fishing opportunities 2.58 
family likes the area 2.40 
natural beauty of the area 2.35 
presence of favorite fish 2.33 
nearby parking spots 2.25 
presence of good eating fish 2.24 
few anglers, no crowding 2.23 
familiarity with the area 2.18 
species of fish found there 2.17 
past success in the area 2.03 
solitude of the area 2.00 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

close to home 1.97 
number of fish of “keepable” size 1.93 
area is stocked with fish 1.81 
available accommodations 1.74 
bait and tackle shops nearby 1.72 
presence of large fish 1.65 
ability to catch lots of fish 1.63 
marina facilities 1.57 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.53 
because friends fish there 1.38 
good shore fishing opportunities 1.27 
chance to catch “wild” fish 1.18 
because of the regulations there 1.00 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

nearness of restaurants 0.67 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.43 
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Table 289-B. Profile for Group 2 (21.0%) – Total Experience (Boat) Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
good water quality 3.39 
easy boat access 3.09 
presence of favorite fish 3.03 

 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good boat fishing opportunities 2.99 
presence of good eating fish 2.98 
easy fishing access 2.95 
species of fish found there 2.94 
familiarity with the area 2.89 
past success in the area 2.89 
family likes the area 2.85 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.84 
nearby parking spots 2.79 
area is stocked with fish 2.71 
ability to catch lots of fish 2.63 
solitude of the area 2.63 
close to home 2.61 
presence of large fish 2.57 
few anglers, no crowding 2.55 
natural beauty of the area 2.53 
chance to catch a variety of fish 2.53 
available accommodations 2.51 
bait and tackle shops nearby 2.44 
marina facilities 2.22 
chance to catch “wild” fish 2.21 
because friends fish there 2.16 
because of the regulations there 2.15 
good shore fishing opportunities 2.10 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
1.64 

nearness of restaurants 1.41 
 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Table 289-C. Profile for Group 3 (13.6%) – Nature-Shore Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good water quality 2.98 
good shore fishing opportunities 2.94 
few anglers, no crowding 2.82 
solitude of the area 2.67 
presence of favorite fish 2.56 
natural beauty of the area 2.52 
species of fish found there 2.52 
presence of good eating fish 2.34 
past success in the area 2.24 
chance to catch “wild” fish 2.07 
close to home 2.04 
familiarity with the area 2.03 
easy fishing access 2.01 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

presence of large fish 1.93 
number of fish of “keepable” size 1.91 
family likes the area 1.84 
ability to catch lots of fish 1.79 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.66 
area is stocked with fish 1.60 
nearby parking spots 1.27 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

because friends fish there 0.77 
because of the regulations there 0.67 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.57 

easy boat access 0.56 
good boat fishing opportunities 0.50 
bait and tackle shops nearby 0.49 
available accommodations 0.47 
marina facilities 0.17 
nearness of restaurants 0.17 
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Table 289-D. Profile for Group 4 (15.5%) – Utilitarian-Shore Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
good shore fishing opportunities 3.35 
good water quality 3.17 
easy fishing access 3.01 

 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

presence of good eating fish 2.87 
species of fish found there 2.75 
family likes the area 2.73 
presence of favorite fish 2.71 
few anglers, no crowding 2.71 
area is stocked with fish 2.65 
familiarity with the area 2.65 
close to home 2.62 
past success in the area 2.61 
solitude of the area 2.57 
nearby parking spots 2.56 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.53 
natural beauty of the area 2.46 
ability to catch lots of fish 2.35 
presence of large fish 2.27 
chance to catch a variety of fish 2.23 
chance to catch “wild” fish 2.02 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

available accommodations 1.79 
because friends fish there 1.71 
because of the regulations there 1.42 
bait and tackle shops nearby 1.36 
easy boat access 1.01 

 
Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good boat fishing opportunities 0.94 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.71 

marina facilities 0.65 
nearness of restaurants 0.57 
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Table 289-E. Profile for Group 5 (14.3%) – Family-Shore Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

good water quality 2.24 
few anglers, no crowding 2.01 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

natural beauty of the area 1.90 
easy fishing access 1.79 
good shore fishing opportunities 1.67 
family likes the area 1.57 
solitude of the area 1.54 
presence of good eating fish 1.49 
close to home 1.45 
species of fish found there 1.37 
presence of favorite fish 1.36 
familiarity with the area 1.32 
past success in the area 1.32 
presence of large fish 1.14 
chance to catch “wild” fish 1.13 
ability to catch lots of fish 1.12 
nearby parking spots 1.07 
easy boat access 1.03 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.01 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

area is stocked with fish 0.99 
number of fish of “keepable” size 0.98 
good boat fishing opportunities 0.88 
because friends fish there 0.66 
available accommodations 0.63 
bait and tackle shops nearby 0.52 
because of the regulations there 0.44 
marina facilities 0.34 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
0.24 

nearness of restaurants 0.20 
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Table 289-F. Profile for Group 6 (17.8%) – Utilitarian-Boat Anglers. 
 

 High -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 Medium High--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

presence of favorite fish 2.92 
good water quality 2.76 
presence of good eating fish 2.73 
species of fish found there 2.64 
number of fish of “keepable” size 2.55 
good boat fishing opportunities 2.48 
easy boat access 2.44 
ability to catch lots of fish 2.39 
past success in the area 2.38 
presence of large fish 2.33 
few anglers, no crowding 2.32 
easy fishing access 2.15 
chance to catch “wild” fish 2.05 

 
 Medium Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

solitude of the area 1.99 
familiarity with the area 1.91 
chance to catch a variety of fish 1.82 
area is stocked with fish 1.79 
close to home 1.73 
natural beauty of the area 1.69 
family likes the area 1.66 
nearby parking spots 1.58 
good shore fishing opportunities 1.44 
bait and tackle shops nearby 1.36 
chance to catch fish which qualify for GFP Trophy 
Angler Awards 

 
1.33 

because of the regulations there 1.11 
marina facilities 1.10 
available accommodations 1.03 

 
 Low--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

because friends fish there 0.99 
nearness of restaurants 0.46 
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Table 290. Frequency distribution for the two models utilizing the 29 factors for 
selecting “a good fishing spot” (5-group and 6-group models). 
Model Group Names Number Percent 

Nature-Shore Anglers    488 18.2% 
Utilitarian Anglers    535 20.0% 
Shore Anglers    534 19.9% 
Boat Anglers    565 21.1% 

5-Group Fishing 
Spot Model 

Total Experience Anglers    555 20.7% 
Total 2,677 100% 

 

Nature-Boat Anglers    476 17.8% 
Total Experience Anglers    563 21.0% 
Nature-Shore Anglers    363 13.6% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers    414 15.5% 
Family-Shore Anglers    384 14.3% 

6-Group Fishing 
Spot Model 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers    477 17.8% 
Total 2,677 100% 
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Table 291-A. Relationship between the angler motivational model and the 5-group 
fishing spot model. 
Motivational Angler-Type 5-Group Fishing Spot Model Percent Composition 

Nature-Shore Anglers 17.6% 
Utilitarian Anglers 14.8% 
Shore Anglers 19.4% 
Boat Anglers 26.2% 

Social Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 22.0% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 20.4% 
Utilitarian Anglers 19.9% 
Shore Anglers 22.5% 
Boat Anglers 20.6% 

Nature Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 16.6% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 20.3% 
Utilitarian Anglers 18.2% 
Shore Anglers 21.0% 
Boat Anglers 22.5% 

Relaxation Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 18.0% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 16.5% 
Utilitarian Anglers 29.4% 
Shore Anglers 16.1% 
Boat Anglers 16.3% 

Excitement Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 21.7% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 10.4% 
Utilitarian Anglers 23.3% 
Shore Anglers 21.2% 
Boat Anglers 13.0% 

Food Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 32.1% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 21.0% 
Utilitarian Anglers 22.6% 
Shore Anglers   8.1% 
Boat Anglers 16.1% 

Sports Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 32.3% 
Chi-Square: X2=99.04; df=20; p<0.001 
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 Table 291-B. Relationship between the 5-group fishing spot model and the angler 
motivational model. 
5-Group Fishing Spot Model Motivational Angler-Type Percent Composition 

Social Anglers 26.6% 
Nature Anglers 28.2% 
Relaxation Anglers 23.3% 
Excitement Anglers 15.1% 
Food Anglers   4.1% 

Nature-Shore Anglers 

Sports Anglers   2.7% 
 

Social Anglers 20.3% 
Nature Anglers 25.0% 
Relaxation Anglers 19.0% 
Excitement Anglers 24.5% 
Food Anglers   8.5% 

Utilitarian Anglers 

Sports Anglers   2.6% 
 

Social Anglers 26.9% 
Nature Anglers 28.7% 
Relaxation Anglers 22.2% 
Excitement Anglers 13.5% 
Food Anglers   7.8% 

Shore Anglers 

Sports Anglers   0.9% 
 

Social Anglers 34.2% 
Nature Anglers 24.6% 
Relaxation Anglers 22.2% 
Excitement Anglers 12.8% 
Food Anglers   4.4% 

Boat Anglers 

Sports Anglers   1.8% 
 

Social Anglers 29.3% 
Nature Anglers 20.2% 
Relaxation Anglers 18.2% 
Excitement Anglers 17.5% 
Food Anglers 11.3% 

Total Experience Anglers 

Sports Anglers   3.6% 
 

Chi-Square: X2=99.04; df=20; p<0.001 
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Table 292-A. Relationship between the 5-group fishing spot model and the 5-group 
catching fish model. 
5-Group Fishing Spot Model 5-Group Catching Fish Model % Composition 

Big Fish Anglers 33.6% 
Activity Anglers 41.9% 
Product Anglers   5.4% 
Action Anglers 11.5% 

Nature-Shore Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers   7.6% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 41.6% 
Activity Anglers 10.9% 
Product Anglers 19.8% 
Action Anglers 13.4% 

Utilitarian Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 14.3% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 34.6% 
Activity Anglers 31.6% 
Product Anglers   8.5% 
Action Anglers 13.5% 

Shore Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 11.8% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 32.1% 
Activity Anglers 27.3% 
Product Anglers   9.8% 
Action Anglers 17.6% 

Boat Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 13.3% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 40.1% 
Activity Anglers 14.5% 
Product Anglers 21.9% 
Action Anglers 10.8% 

Total Experience Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 12.7% 
Chi-Square: X2=251.11; df=16; p<0.001 
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Table 292-B. Relationship between the 5-group catching fish model and the 5-group 
fishing spot model. 
5-Group Catching Fish Model 5-Group Fishing Spot Model % Composition 

Nature-Shore Anglers 16.8% 
Utilitarian Anglers 22.8% 
Shore Anglers 18.9% 
Boat Anglers 18.6% 

Big Fish Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 22.9% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 30.6% 
Utilitarian Anglers   8.7% 
Shore Anglers 25.3% 
Boat Anglers 23.2% 

Activity Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 12.1% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers   7.4% 
Utilitarian Anglers 29.8% 
Shore Anglers 12.8% 
Boat Anglers 15.6% 

Product Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 34.4% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 15.6% 
Utilitarian Anglers 19.8% 
Shore Anglers 20.1% 
Boat Anglers 27.7% 

Action Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 16.8% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 11.5% 
Utilitarian Anglers 23.7% 
Shore Anglers 19.6% 
Boat Anglers 23.4% 

Bag-Limit Anglers 

Total Experience Anglers 21.8% 
Chi-Square: X2=251.11; df=16; p<0.001 
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Table 293-A. Relationship between the 5-group fishing spot model and the 4-group 
catching fish model. 
5-Group Fishing Spot Model 4-Group Catching Fish Model % Composition 

Not Important 41.4% 
Low Importance 29.7% 
Medium Importance 19.6% 

Nature-Shore Anglers 

High Importance   9.3% 
 

Not Important 12.2% 
Low Importance 24.5% 
Medium Importance 33.5% 

Utilitarian Anglers 

High Importance 29.8% 
 

Not Important 28.8% 
Low Importance 28.2% 
Medium Importance 24.8% 

Shore Anglers 

High Importance 18.2% 
 

Not Important 30.0% 
Low Importance 20.2% 
Medium Importance 30.9% 

Boat Anglers 

High Importance 19.0% 
 

Not Important 14.8% 
Low Importance 20.3% 
Medium Importance 38.0% 

Total Experience Anglers 

High Importance 26.9% 
Chi-Square: X2=235.02; df=12; p<0.001 
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Table 293-B. Relationship between the 4-group catching fish model and the 5-group 
fishing spot model. 
4-Group Catching Fish Model 5-Group Fishing Spot Model % Composition 

Nature-Shore Anglers 30.0% 
Utilitarian Anglers   9.7% 
Shore Anglers 22.8% 
Boat Anglers 25.2% 

Catching Fish - Not 
Important 

Total Experience Anglers 12.2% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 22.2% 
Utilitarian Anglers 20.0% 
Shore Anglers 23.1% 
Boat Anglers 17.5% 

Catching Fish - Low 
Importance 

Total Experience Anglers 17.2% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers 12.0% 
Utilitarian Anglers 22.6% 
Shore Anglers 16.7% 
Boat Anglers 22.1% 

Catching Fish – Medium 
Importance 

Total Experience Anglers 26.6% 
 

Nature-Shore Anglers   8.1% 
Utilitarian Anglers 28.4% 
Shore Anglers 17.4% 
Boat Anglers 19.2% 

Catching Fish – High 
Importance 

Total Experience Anglers 26.8% 
Chi-Square: X2=235.02; df=12; p<0.001 
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Table 294-A. Relationship between the angler motivational model and the 6-group 
fishing spot model. 
Motivational Angler-Type 6-Group Fishing Spot Model Percent Composition 

Nature-Boat Anglers 21.4% 
Total Experience Anglers 23.1% 
Nature-Shore Anglers   8.5% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 15.4% 
Family-Shore Anglers 15.6% 

Social Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 16.0% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 21.5% 
Total Experience Anglers 15.7% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 20.0% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 13.6% 
Family-Shore Anglers 15.1% 

Nature Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 14.2% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 17.6% 
Total Experience Anglers 19.2% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 14.0% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 15.3% 
Family-Shore Anglers 16.5% 

Relaxation Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 17.3% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 12.9% 
Total Experience Anglers 21.7% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 13.6% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 14.0% 
Family-Shore Anglers 11.3% 

Excitement Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 26.5% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers   6.7% 
Total Experience Anglers 31.1% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 10.4% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 24.9% 
Family-Shore Anglers   9.3% 

Food Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 17.6% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers   8.1% 
Total Experience Anglers 33.9% 
Nature-Shore Anglers   8.1% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 11.3% 
Family-Shore Anglers 11.3% 

Sports Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 27.4% 
Chi-Square: X2=147.81; df=25; p<0.001 
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Table 294-B. Relationship between the 6-group fishing spot model and the angler 
motivational model. 
6-Group Fishing Spot Model Motivational Angler-Type Percent Composition 

Social Anglers 33.1% 
Nature Anglers 30.4% 
Relaxation Anglers 20.7% 
Excitement Anglers 12.0% 
Food Anglers   2.7% 

Nature-Boat Anglers 

Sports Anglers   1.1% 
 

Social Anglers 30.3% 
Nature Anglers 18.8% 
Relaxation Anglers 19.2% 
Excitement Anglers 17.2% 
Food Anglers 10.8% 

Total Experience Anglers 

Sports Anglers   3.8% 
 

Social Anglers 17.3% 
Nature Anglers 37.3% 
Relaxation Anglers 21.7% 
Excitement Anglers 16.7% 
Food Anglers   5.6% 

Nature-Shore Anglers 

Sports Anglers   1.4% 
 

Social Anglers 27.8% 
Nature Anglers 22.4% 
Relaxation Anglers 20.9% 
Excitement Anglers 15.3% 
Food Anglers 11.8% 

Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 

Sports Anglers   1.7% 
 

Social Anglers 29.8% 
Nature Anglers 26.4% 
Relaxation Anglers 24.1% 
Excitement Anglers 13.1% 
Food Anglers   4.7% 

Family-Shore Anglers 

Sports Anglers   1.8% 
 

Social Anglers 24.6% 
Nature Anglers 20.0% 
Relaxation Anglers 20.2% 
Excitement Anglers 24.6% 
Food Anglers   7.1% 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 

Sports Anglers   3.6% 
Chi-Square: X2=147.81; df=25; p<0.001 
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Table 295-A. Relationship between the 6-group fishing spot model and the 5-group 
catching fish model. 
6-Group Fishing Spot Model 5-Group Catching Fish Model % Composition 

Big Fish Anglers 30.5% 
Activity Anglers 33.9% 
Product Anglers   7.2% 
Action Anglers 17.1% 

Nature-Boat Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 11.4% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 38.7% 
Activity Anglers 14.3% 
Product Anglers 21.2% 
Action Anglers 11.9% 

Total Experience Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 13.9% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 38.1% 
Activity Anglers 31.2% 
Product Anglers   8.6% 
Action Anglers 11.6% 

Nature-Shore Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 10.5% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 37.4% 
Activity Anglers 22.3% 
Product Anglers 13.3% 
Action Anglers 12.9% 

Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 14.1% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 32.5% 
Activity Anglers 45.1% 
Product Anglers   3.1% 
Action Anglers 11.5% 

Family-Shore Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers   7.6% 
 

Big Fish Anglers 40.7% 
Activity Anglers   9.5% 
Product Anglers 21.3% 
Action Anglers 15.0% 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 

Bag-Limit Anglers 13.5% 
Chi-Square: X2=283.95; df=20; p<0.001 
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Table 295-B. Relationship between the 5-group catching fish model and 6-group fishing 
spot model. 
5-Group Catching Fish Model 6-Group Fishing Spot Model % Composition 

Nature-Boat Anglers 14.9% 
Total Experience Anglers 22.3% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 14.2% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 15.9% 
Family-Shore Anglers 12.8% 

Big Fish Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 19.9% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 24.3% 
Total Experience Anglers 12.1% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 17.0% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 13.9% 
Family-Shore Anglers 25.9% 

Activity Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers   6.8% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers   9.7% 
Total Experience Anglers 33.8% 
Nature-Shore Anglers   8.8% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 15.6% 
Family-Shore Anglers   3.4% 

Product Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 28.7% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 22.6% 
Total Experience Anglers 18.7% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 11.7% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 14.8% 
Family-Shore Anglers 12.3% 

Action Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 19.8% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 16.8% 
Total Experience Anglers 24.3% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 11.8% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 18.1% 
Family-Shore Anglers   9.0% 

Bag-Limit Anglers 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 19.9% 
Chi-Square: X2=283.95; df=20; p<0.001 
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Table 296-A. Relationship between the 6-group fishing spot model and the 4-group 
catching fish model. 
6-Group Fishing Spot Model 4-Group Catching Fish Model % Composition 

Not Important 36.2% 
Low Importance 21.1% 
Medium Importance 27.4% 

Nature-Boat Anglers 

High Importance 15.4% 
 

Not Important 14.6% 
Low Importance 20.9% 
Medium Importance 37.1% 

Total Experience Anglers 

High Importance 27.5% 
 

Not Important 28.5% 
Low Importance 29.8% 
Medium Importance 24.3% 

Nature-Shore Anglers 

High Importance 17.4% 
 

Not Important 22.6% 
Low Importance 25.0% 
Medium Importance 30.3% 

Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 

High Importance 22.1% 
 

Not Important 43.8% 
Low Importance 29.1% 
Medium Importance 19.9% 

Family-Shore Anglers 

High Importance   7.1% 
 

Not Important 11.2% 
Low Importance 23.4% 
Medium Importance 34.2% 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 

High Importance 31.2% 
Chi-Square: X2=263.61; df=15; p<0.001 
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Table 296-B. Relationship between the 4-group catching fish model and the 6-group 
fishing spot model. 
4-Group Catching Fish Model 6-Group Fishing Spot Model % Composition 

Nature-Boat Anglers 25.7% 
Total Experience Anglers 12.2% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 15.4% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 13.9% 
Family-Shore Anglers 24.9% 

Catching Fish – Not 
Important 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers   7.9% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 15.4% 
Total Experience Anglers 18.0% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 16.6% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 15.8% 
Family-Shore Anglers 17.1% 

Catching Fish - Low 
Importance 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 17.1% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 16.5% 
Total Experience Anglers 26.4% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 11.2% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 15.8% 
Family-Shore Anglers   9.6% 

Catching Fish – Medium 
Importance 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 20.5% 
 

Nature-Boat Anglers 13.1% 
Total Experience Anglers 27.7% 
Nature-Shore Anglers 11.3% 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 16.4% 
Family-Shore Anglers   4.9% 

Catching Fish – High 
Importance 

Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 26.6% 
Chi-Square: X2=235.02; df=12; p<0.001 
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Table 297. Dimensions within the 29 fishing spot for selecting “a good fishing spot” 
(data reduction – factor analysis). 
Factor Analysis:     Extraction Method = Principal Component  
                                 Rotation Method = Varimax with Kaiser Normalization 
Factor Factor Name Variables Included in Dimensions Component Value 

v.  number of fish of “keepable” size 0.689 
g.  presence of large fish 0.671 
h.  ability to catch lots of fish 0.671 
z.  presence of favorite fish 0.609 
f.  presence of good eating fish 0.596 
n.  species of fish found there 0.568 
y.  chance to catch fish which qualify for  
    GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.513 

d.  chance to catch “wild” fish 0.438 

1 Fish 

x.  chance to catch a variety of fish 0.407 
w.   nearness of restaurants 0.715 
r.   available accommodations 0.603 
bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 0.584 
aa.  marina facilities 0.561 
s.   because of the regulations there 0.536 

2 Area 

q.  because friends fish there 0.543 
c.  easy fishing access 0.696 
p.  nearby parking spots 0.636 
l.  family likes the area 0.486 

3 Easy 

m.  area is stocked with fish 0.458 
cc.  good boat fishing opportunities 0.809 
i.   easy boat access 0.785 

4 Boat 

e. good shore fishing opportunities      
      (reverse coded) 

 
-0.677 

u.  solitude of the area 0.725 
b.  natural beauty of the area 0.699 
a.  few anglers, no crowding 0.628 

5 Nature 

j.  good water quality 0.484 
o.  familiarity of the area 0.653 
t.  past success in the area 0.609 

6 Tradition 

k.  close to home 0.453 
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Table 297-A. Rotated component matrix for the factor analysis of the 29 factors for 
selecting “a good fishing spot.”1 

Component Variable 
Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q17A .125 -.137 .045 -.059 .628 .115 
Q17B -.145 .182 .193 -.057 .699 -.067 
Q17C .100 .128 .696 .089 .061 .056 
Q17D .438 .205 -.088 -.137 .384 -.111 
Q17E .204 .034 .327 -.677 .264 -.041 
Q17F .596 -.079 .403 .084 -.020 .037 
Q17G .671 .251 -.010 -.014 .112 .036 
Q17H .671 .182 .106 -.015 -.057 .093 
Q17I .129 .225 .234 .785 .007 -.001 
Q17J .215 -.011 .445 .245 .484 -.084 
Q17K .094 .078 .396 -.120 .111 .453 
Q17L -.035 .270 .486 .009 .287 .179 
Q17M .367 .226 .458 -.104 -.017 .135 
Q17N .568 -.078 .159 .192 .150 .347 
Q17O .153 .168 .322 .049 .086 .653 
Q17P .066 .257 .636 .136 .025 .311 
Q17Q .027 .543 .149 .021 -.044 .451 
Q17R .044 .603 .363 .210 .000 .204 
Q17S .214 .536 .093 .054 .115 .318 
Q17T .420 .132 -.019 .098 .138 .609 
Q17U .109 .063 -.038 -.010 .725 .335 
Q17V .689 .080 .199 .134 -.057 .219 
Q17W .066 .715 .120 .114 .011 .027 
Q17X .407 .395 .099 -.066 .226 -.035 
Q17Y .513 .449 -.235 .081 .085 -.001 
Q17Z .609 -.112 .035 .333 .159 .317 
Q17AA .119 .561 .157 .528 .018 .013 
Q17BB .211 .584 .235 .349 -.001 -.029 
Q17CC .198 .261 .085 .809 .018 .065 

1Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization (Rotation converged in 16 iterations). 
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Section IV– Selected Evaluation of the Various Angler Models 
 
 
Table 298. Selected evaluation of the five angler models. 
Variable Model p-value Best (X) / Table 

Motivational <0.001 Table 238 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.214 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.388 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Days Fished 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 299 
Motivational 0.034 Table 239 
4-Group Catching Fish <0.001 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.020 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 300 

Shore Fishing 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational 0.107 Table 239 
4-Group Catching Fish <0.001 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.010 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 300 

Boat Fishing 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational 0.005 Table 239 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.719 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.685 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 300 

Ice Fishing 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational <0.001 Table 247 
4-Group Catching Fish <0.001 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish <0.001 X – Table 301 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Satisfaction 

6-Group Fishing Spot 0.001 N/A 
Motivational <0.001 Table 253 
4-Group Catching Fish <0.001 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish <0.001 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Importance of Fishing 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 302 
Motivational <0.001 Table 242 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.152 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.159 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Catching Walleye 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 303 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 298-Continued.  Selected evaluation of the five angler models. 
Variable Model p-value Best (X) / Table 

Motivational <0.001 X – Table 242 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.877 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.196 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot 0.060 N/A 

Catching Bass 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational 0.039 Table 242 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.748 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.946 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 304 

Catching Northern Pike 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational 0.081 Table 242 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.004 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.153 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Catching Trout 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 305 
Motivational <0.001 Table 242 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.520 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.967 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 306 

Catching Yellow Perch 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational <0.001 Table 243 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.091 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.066 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Keeping Walleye 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 307 
Motivational 0.223 Table 243 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.021 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.050 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot 0.012 N/A 

Keeping Bass 

6-Group Fishing Spot 0.055 N/A 
Motivational 0.307 Table 243 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.677 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.549 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot 0.015 N/A 

Keeping Northern Pike 

6-Group Fishing Spot 0.075 N/A 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table 298-Continued.  Selected evaluation of the five angler models. 
Variable Model p-value Best (X) / Table 

Motivational 0.055 Table 243 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.259 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.147 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 308 

Keeping Trout 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational <0.001 Table 243 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.280 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.946 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 309 

Keeping Yellow Perch 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational 0.003 Table 254 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.006 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.041 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Fishing in the Black Hills 
(ever) 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 310-A 
Motivational 0.163 Table 254 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.008 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.289 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 

Fishing in the Black Hills  
(in 2003) 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 310-A 
Motivational 0.218 Table 255 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.127 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.500 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 310-B 

Fishing in the Missouri 
River (ever) 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
Motivational 0.004 Table 255 
4-Group Catching Fish 0.200 N/A 
5-Group Catching Fish 0.281 N/A 
5-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 X – Table 310-B 

Fishing in the Missouri 
River (in 2003) 

6-Group Fishing Spot <0.001 N/A 
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Table 299. Days fished in 2003 by resident anglers analyzed by the 6-group fishing 
spot model. 
6-Group Fishing Spot 
Model 

Mean Days Fished in 2003 
by Resident Anglers 

 
95% C.I. 

Nature-Boat Anglers 17.9 16.0 – 19.9 
Total Experience Anglers 24.6 22.0 – 27.3 
Nature-Shore Anglers 22.3 19.4 – 25.1 
Utilitarian-Shore Anglers 14.6 12.7 – 16.6 
Family-Shore Anglers 17.1 14.8 – 19.4 
Utilitarian-Boat Anglers 23.4 20.8 – 26.0 
Average 20.3 19.3 – 21.3 
ANOVA:  F=10.59; df=5/2,655; p<0.001 
 
 
Table 300. Percent of time shore/boat/ice fishing in 2003 by resident annual anglers 
analyzed by the 5-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Percent of Time Shore Fishing 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 49.1% 45.2 – 53.1 
Utilitarian Anglers 34.2% 31.1 – 37.3 
Shore Anglers 83.6% 81.1 – 86.1 
Boat Anglers 12.5% 10.2 – 14.7 
Total Experience  35.5% 32.0 – 39.0 
Average 42.5% 40.9 – 44.2 
ANOVA:  F=290.83; df=4/2,391; p<0.001 
 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Percent of Time Boat Fishing 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 37.2% 33.5 – 40.8 
Utilitarian Anglers 50.5% 47.1 – 53.5 
Shore Anglers   6.8%   5.3 – 8.3 
Boat Anglers 78.4% 75.7 – 81.1 
Total Experience  54.4% 50.9 – 58.0 
Average 45.9% 44.3 – 47.6 
ANOVA:  F=304.35; df=4/2,391; p<0.001 
 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Percent of Time Ice Fishing 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 13.7% 11.2 – 16.2 
Utilitarian Anglers 15.5% 13.2 – 17.7 
Shore Anglers   9.6%   7.6 – 11.6 
Boat Anglers   9.0%   7.2 – 10.7 
Total Experience  10.1%   8.3 – 11.9 
Average 11.5% 10.6 – 12.4 
ANOVA:  F=7.44; df=4/2,391; p<0.001 
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Table 301. Resident annual anglers’ satisfaction with their 2003 South Dakota fishing 
experience analyzed by the 5-group catching fish model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Catching 
Fish Model Satisfaction1 95% C.I. 
Big Fish Anglers 1.13 1.04 – 1.21 
Activity Anglers 1.17 1.05 – 1.28 
Product Anglers 0.23 0.05 – 0.40 
Action Anglers 0.31 0.14 – 0.49 
Bag-Limit Anglers 0.83 0.65 – 1.02 
Total 0.88 0.82 – 0.94 
ANOVA:  F=40.68; df=4/2,709; p<0.001 
1Satisfaction scale: Very Dissatisfied = -3; Moderately Dissatisfied = -2; Slightly Dissatisfied =  
 -1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly Satisfied = 1; Moderately Satisfied = 2; Very Satisfied = 3.  
 
 
 
 
Table 302. Importance of fishing to resident annual anglers analyzed by the 6-group 
fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 6-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Mean Importance of Fishing1 95% C.I. 
Nature-Boat  2.29 2.18 – 2.39 
Total Experience  2.64 2.56 – 2.72 
Nature-Shore  2.35 2.24 – 2.46 
Utilitarian-Shore  2.24 2.14 – 2.35 
Family-Shore  1.90 1.78 – 2.02 
Utilitarian-Boat  2.52 2.43 – 2.61 
Average 2.35 2.31 – 2.39 
ANOVA:  F=24.60; df=5/2,542; p<0.001 
1Importance rating; Most Important = 4; Very Important = 3; Moderately Important = 2; Slightly 
Important = 1; Not Important = 0 (no opinion = missing). 
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Table 303. Average number of walleye caught per angler in 2003 by resident annual 
anglers analyzed by the 6-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 6-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Walleye Caught 95% C.I. 
Nature-Boat  48.8 38.9 – 58.8 
Total Experience  51.4 40.9 – 61.8 
Nature-Shore  28.2 19.1 – 37.2 
Utilitarian-Shore  13.3   9.9 – 16.6 
Family-Shore  21.8 16.8 – 26.9 
Utilitarian-Boat  61.9 51.0 – 72.8 
Average 40.1 36.2 – 44.0 
ANOVA:  F=15.83; df=5/2,303; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 304. Average number of northern pike caught per angler in 2003 by resident 
annual anglers analyzed by the 5-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Northern Pike Caught 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 4.9 3.5 – 6.2 
Utilitarian Anglers 7.8 5.9 – 9.7 
Shore Anglers 3.1 2.3 – 3.8 
Boat Anglers 4.2 3.0 – 5.4 
Total Experience  5.3 4.0 – 6.5 
Average 5.1 4.5 – 5.7 
ANOVA:  F=6.82; df=4/2,304; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 305. Average number of trout caught per angler in 2003 by resident annual 
anglers analyzed by the 6-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 6-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Trout Caught 95% C.I. 
Nature-Boat    3.6 0.9 – 6.2 
Total Experience    2.7 1.6 – 3.7 
Nature-Shore  12.4 9.1 – 15.6 
Utilitarian-Shore    5.9 3.4 – 8.4 
Family-Shore    5.4 3.5 – 7.3 
Utilitarian-Boat    4.0 2.3 – 5.6 
Average   5.3 4.4 – 6.2 
ANOVA:  F=9.26; df=5/2,303; p<0.001 
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Table 306. Average number of yellow perch caught per angler in 2003 by resident 
annual anglers analyzed by the 5-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Yellow Perch Caught 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 19.2 15.3 – 23.0 
Utilitarian Anglers 43.9 34.4 – 53.4 
Shore Anglers 18.2 13.5 – 23.0 
Boat Anglers 24.8 19.9 – 29.7 
Total Experience  36.3 25.0 – 47.7 
Average 28.8 25.4 – 32.2 
ANOVA:  F=8.39; df=4/2,304; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 307. Average number of walleye harvested per angler in 2003 by resident 
annual anglers analyzed by the 6-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 6-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Walleye Kept 95% C.I. 
Nature-Boat  15.5 12.3 – 18.6 
Total Experience  16.2 13.4 – 19.1 
Nature-Shore    8.0   6.0 – 10.0 
Utilitarian-Shore    5.0   3.8 – 6.3 
Family-Shore    7.8   6.1 – 9.5 
Utilitarian-Boat  17.2 14.8 – 19.7 
Average 12.4 11.3 – 13.4 
ANOVA:  F=16.40; df=5/2,301; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 308. Average number of trout harvested per angler in 2003 by resident annual 
anglers analyzed by the 5-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Trout Kept 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 1.4 0.9 – 1.8 
Utilitarian Anglers 1.8 1.2 – 2.3 
Shore Anglers 4.2 2.6 – 5.8 
Boat Anglers 0.9 0.3 – 1.5 
Total Experience  0.9 0.6 – 1.3 
Average 1.8 1.4 – 2.2 
ANOVA:  F=10.08; df=4/2,302; p<0.001 
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Table 309. Average number of yellow perch harvested per angler in 2003 by resident 
annual anglers analyzed by the 5-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers 5-Group Fishing Spot 
Model Yellow Perch Kept 95% C.I. 
Nature-Shore Anglers 10.4 7.9 0 12.8 
Utilitarian Anglers 19.4 15.7 – 23.1 
Shore Anglers   8.9   6.5 – 11.2 
Boat Anglers 13.3 10.4 – 16.2 
Total Experience  16.8 13.0 – 20.7 
Average 13.9 12.5 – 15.3 
ANOVA:  F=7.36; df=4/2,302; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 310-A. Percent of resident annual anglers fishing in the Black Hills analyzed by 
the 6-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Fishing in the Black Hills… 6-Group Fishing 
Spot Model Ever fish in Black Hills? Fished in Black Hills in 2003? 
Nature-Boat  43.5% 14.5% 
Total Experience  47.9% 14.8% 
Nature-Shore  66.6% 38.3% 
Utilitarian-Shore  49.8% 23.7% 
Family-Shore  50.1% 24.2% 
Utilitarian-Boat  52.9% 17.2% 
Average 51.2% 21.1% 
Chi-Square:  X2=48.35; df=5; p<0.001  X2=98.80; df=5; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 310-B. Percent of resident annual anglers fishing in the Missouri River system 
analyzed by the 5-group fishing spot model. 

Resident Annual Anglers à Fishing in the Missouri River … 5-Group Fishing 
Spot Model Ever fish in Missouri River? Fished in Missouri River in 2003? 
Nature-Shore  79.7% 41.6% 
Utilitarian  86.9% 50.1% 
Shore Anglers 69.8% 33.9% 
Boat Anglers 88.2% 60.7% 
Total Experience  82.3% 50.4% 
Average 81.5% 47.6% 
Chi-Square:  X2=75.16; df=4; p<0.001  X2=89.21; df=4; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 



Fishing in South Dakota – 2003           Fishing Activity, Harvest and Angler Opinion Survey 
Larry M. Gigliotti  TABLES – Part 5 

 427  

 
Section V – Comparing the Technology in Fishing Model with the 

Various Angler Models  
 
Table 311-A. Relationship between the angler motivational model and technology in 
fishing model. 

Technology in Fishing Model Motivational 
Angler-Type 

 
Direction Traditionalists Technocrats 

Total 
Average 

?  60.4% 39.6% 809 Social Angler 

?  29.0% 26.6% 28.0% 
     

?  62.2% 37.8% 715 Nature Angler 

?  26.4% 22.5% 24.8% 
     

?  56.0% 44.0% 602 Relaxation 
Angler 

?  20.0% 22.1% 20.8% 
     

?  52.4% 47.6% 477 Excitement 
Angler 

?  14.8% 18.9% 16.5% 
     

?  64.3% 35.7% 221 Food Angler 

?    8.4%  6.6%   7.7% 
     

?  37.5% 62.5% 64 Sports Angler 

?    1.4%   3.3%   2.2% 

Total 1,687 1,201 2,888 
Average 58.4% 41.6% 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=28.85; df=5; p<0.001 
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Table 311-B. Relationship between the 4-group catching fish model and technology in 
fishing model. 

 
Technology in Fishing Model 

4-Group 
Catching Fish 
Model 

 
 

Direction Traditionalists Technocrats 

 
Total 

Average 

?  65.4% 34.6% 713 Not Important 

?  27.5% 20.4% 24.6% 
     

?  57.7% 42.3% 709 Low 
Importance 

?  24.1% 24.8% 24.4% 
     

?  58.7% 41.3% 871 Medium 
Importance 

?  30.2% 29.8% 30.0% 
     

?  50.5% 49.5% 610 High 
Importance 

?  18.2% 25.0% 21.0% 

Total 1,694 1,209 2,903 
Average 58.4% 41.6% 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=30.07; df=3; p<0.001 
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Table 311-C. Relationship between the 5-group catching fish model and technology in 
fishing model. 

 
Technology in Fishing Model 

5-Group 
Catching Fish 
Model 

 
 

Direction Traditionalists Technocrats 

 
Total 

Average 

?  57.3% 42.7% 1,070 Big Fish 
Anglers 

?  36.2% 37.8% 36.9% 
     

?  65.8% 34.2% 708 Activity Anglers 

?  27.5% 20.0% 24.4% 
     

?  48.2% 51.8% 388 Product Anglers 

?  11.0% 16.6% 13.4% 
     

?  56.6% 43.4% 380 Action Anglers 

?  12.7% 13.6% 13.1% 
     

?  59.7% 40.3% 357 Bag-Limit 
Anglers 

?  12.6% 11.9% 12.3% 

Total 1,694 1,209 2,903 
Average 58.4% 41.6% 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=33.95; df=4; p<0.001 
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Table 311-D. Relationship between the 5-group fishing spot model and technology in 
fishing model. 

 
Technology in Fishing Model 

5-Group Fishing 
Spot Model 

 
 

Direction Traditionalists Technocrats 

 
Total 

Average 

?  62.0% 38.0% 479 Nature-Shore 
Anglers 

?  19.6% 16.4% 18.2% 
     

?  50.7% 49.3% 527 Utilitarian 
Anglers 

?  17.6% 23.4% 20.1% 
     

?  69.0% 31.0% 526 Shore Anglers 

?  23.9% 14.7% 20.0% 
     

?  52.3% 47.7% 556 Boat Anglers 

?  19.2% 23.9% 21.2% 
     

?  55.7% 44.3% 540 Total Experience 
Anglers  

?  19.8% 21.6% 20.5% 

Total 1,519 1,109 2,628 
Average 57.8% 42.2% 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=49.32; df=4; p<0.001 
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Table 311-E. Relationship between the 6-group fishing spot model and technology in 
fishing model. 

 
Technology in Fishing Model 

6-Group Fishing 
Spot Model 

 
 

Direction Traditionalists Technocrats 

 
Total 

Average 

?  56.9% 43.1% 469 Nature-Boat 
Anglers 

?  17.6% 18.2% 17.8% 
     

?  54.2% 45.8% 546 Total Experience 
Anglers  

?  19.5% 22.5% 20.8% 
     

?  68.3% 31.7% 357 Nature-Shore 
Anglers 

?  16.1% 10.2% 13.6% 
     

?  66.7% 33.3% 409 Utilitarian-Shore 
Anglers 

?  18.0% 12.3% 15.6% 
     

?  62.8% 37.2% 376 Family-Shore 
Anglers 

?  15.5% 12.6% 14.3% 
     

?  43.1% 56.9% 471 Utilitarian-Boat 
Anglers 

?  13.4% 24.2% 17.9% 

Total 1,519 1,109 2,628 
Average 57.8% 42.2% 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=78.27; df=5; p<0.001 
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   Section I. Black Hills Anglers 
   Section II. Missouri River Anglers  
   Section III. Comparing Resident Black Hills & Missouri River Anglers  
 
 
Section I – Black Hills Anglers 
 
 
Table 312. Fishing in the Black Hills by resident anglers. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Fishing in the Black Hills Number Percent 
Never Fished in the Black Hills 1,439 49.0% 
Have Fished in the Black Hills by not in 2003    865 29.5% 
Fished in the Black Hills in 20003    631 21.5% 
Total 2,935 100% 
 
 
 
Table 313. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident Black Hills 
anglers (anglers that have fished in the Black Hills) with resident anglers that have never 
fished in the Black Hills. 

Resident Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Never Fished in the Black Hills Fished in the Black Hills 
Social Anglers 51.9% 48.1% 
Nature Anglers 42.7% 57.3% 
Relaxation Anglers 50.7% 49.3% 
Excitement Anglers 52.1% 47.9% 
Food Anglers 50.0% 50.0% 
Sport Anglers 40.6% 59.4% 
Average 49.0% 51.0% 
Chi-Square: X2=18.39; df=5; p=0.002 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 6 / Angler Models – Understanding 
Resident Black Hills and Missouri River 
Anglers (Tables 312 – 334) 
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Table 314. Motivations of resident anglers comparing non-Black Hills anglers with 
Black Hills anglers (anglers that have fished in the Black Hills). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in the 

Black Hills 
Fished in the Black 

Hills 

 
 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 4.00 3.90 – 4.11 3.84 3.73 – 3.95 =0.041 
Nature 5.94 5.87 – 6.00 6.13 6.07 – 6.19 <0.001 
Excitement 5.73 5.66 – 5.80 5.77 5.71 – 5.84 =0.407 
Social 5.81 5.74 – 5.89 5.74 5.66 – 5.82 =0.179 
Trophy 2.34 2.23 – 2.45 2.40 2.29 – 2.51 =0.448 
Relaxation 6.03 5.96 – 6.09 6.12 6.05 – 6.18 =0.057 
Accomplishment 3.12 3.02 – 3.23 3.45 3.34 – 3.55 <0.001 
Competition 0.98 0.90 – 1.06 1.02 0.93 – 1.10 =0.498 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 315. Resident anglers’ attitudes towards catching fish comparing non-Black 
Hills anglers with Black Hills anglers (anglers that have fished in the Black Hills). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in 
the Black Hills 

Fished in the 
Black Hills 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.78 
(90.71 – 0.84) 

0.83 
(0.77 – 0.89) 

 
=0.244 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.06 
(-0.01 – 0.12) 

0.15 
(0.09 – 0.21) 

 
=0.043 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.28 
(-0.34 – -0.22) 

-0.31 
(-0.37 – -0.24) 

 
=0.561 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.70 
(0.65 – 0.76) 

0.81 
(0.76 – 0.87) 

 
=0.007 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 316. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing non-Black Hills anglers with Black Hills anglers (anglers that have fished in 
the Black Hills). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in 
the Black Hills 

Fished in the Black 
Hills 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.36  (2.32 – 2.41) 2.51  (2.47 – 2.55) <0.001 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.12  (2.07 – 2.17) 2.37  (2.32 – 2.42) <0.001 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.55  (2.50 – 2.60) 2.41  (2.35 – 2.46) <0.001 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.67  (1.61 – 1.73) 1.89  (1.83 – 1.95) <0.001 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 1.98  (1.91 – 2.05) 2.19  (2.13 – 2.26) <0.001 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.50  (2.45 – 2.56) 2.47  (2.41 – 2.52) =0.403 
    

g. presence of large fish 1.96  (1.91 – 2.01) 2.07  (2.02 – 2.12) =0.002 
    

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.04  (1.99 – 2.10) 2.00  (1.95 – 2.06) 0.315 
    

i. easy boat access 2.09  (2.02 – 2.16) 1.88  (1.81 – 1.95) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 2.90  (2.85 – 2.95) 3.03  (2.98 – 3.07) <0.001 
    

k. close to home 2.20  (2.14 – 2.25) 2.02  (1.97 – 2.07) <0.001 
    

l. family likes the area 2.24  (2.19 – 2.30) 2.20  (2.15 – 2.26) =0.341 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 2.05  (1.99 – 2.12) 1.89  (1.83 – 1.95) <0.001 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.38  (2.33 – 2.44) 2.48  (2.43 – 2.53) =0.013 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.30  (2.25 – 2.35) 2.15  (2.09 – 2.20) <0.001 
    

p. nearby parking spots 2.06  (2.00 – 2.12) 1.94  (1.88 – 2.00) =0.003 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.46  (1.40 – 1.51) 1.22  (1.17 – 1.28) <0.001 
    

r. available accommodations 1.54  (1.47 – 1.60) 1.35  (1.29 – 1.41) <0.001 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.25  (1.19 – 1.31) 1.13  (1.07 – 1.18) =0.002 
    

t. past success in the area 2.28  (2.23 – 2.34) 2.27  (2.22 – 2.32) =0.784 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.11  (2.06 – 2.17) 2.33  (2.28 – 2.38) <0.001 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.18  (2.13 – 2.23) 2.17  (2.11 – 2.22) =0.722 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.71  (0.66 – 0.76) 0.55  (0.51 – 0.59) <0.001 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.85  (1.80 – 1.91) 1.81  (1.75 – 1.87) =0.291 
    

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.87  (0.82 – 0.93) 

 
0.85  (0.80 – 0.91) 

 
=0.583 

    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 316-continued. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good 
fishing spot comparing non-Black Hills anglers with Black Hills anglers (anglers that 
have fished in the Black Hills). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in 
the Black Hills 

Fished in the Black 
Hills 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.49  (2.43 – 2.54) 2.55  (2.50 – 2.61) =0.071 
    

aa. marina facilities 1.14  (1.07 – 1.20) 1.09  (1.03 – 1.15) =0.294 
    

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.53  (1.47 – 1.59) 1.28  (1.22 – 1.34) <0.001 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.94  (1.87 – 2.01) 1.77  (1.71 – 1.84) =0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
 
 
 
 
Table 317. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident 2003 Black Hills 
anglers (anglers that have fished in the Black Hills in 2003) with resident anglers that did 
not fish in the Black Hills in 2003. 

Resident Anglers  
Motivational  
Angler Type 

Did Not Fish in the Black Hills 
in 2003 

Fished in the Black Hills  
in 2003 

Social Anglers 80.1% 19.9% 
Nature Anglers 75.4% 24.6% 
Relaxation Anglers 77.9% 22.1% 
Excitement Anglers 80.5% 19.5% 
Food Anglers 81.1% 18.9% 
Sport Anglers 81.3% 18.8% 
Average 78.6% 21.4% 
Chi-Square: X2=7.76; df=5; p=0.170 
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Table 318. Motivations of resident anglers comparing anglers that did not fish in the 
Black Hills in 2003 with anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in the 
Black Hills in 2003 

Fished in the Black 
Hills in 2003 

 
 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 4.02 3.93 – 4.10 3.57 3.39 – 3.76 <0.001 
Nature 5.98 5.93 – 6.03 6.24 6.16 – 6.33 <0.001 
Excitement 5.74 5.69 – 5.80 5.81 5.70 – 5.91 =0.282 
Social 5.80 5.74 – 5.86 5.69 5.56 – 5.82 =0.118 
Trophy 2.41 2.32 – 2.50 2.21 2.05 – 2.38 =0.040 
Relaxation 6.04 5.99 – 6.09 6.18 6.09 – 6.28 =0.011 
Accomplishment 3.24 3.16 – 3.32 3.48 3.31 – 3.65 =0.010 
Competition 1.04 0.97 – 1.10 0.86 0.74 – 0.98 =0.016 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 319. Resident anglers’ attitudes towards catching fish comparing anglers that 
did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 with anglers that fished in the Black Hills in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in 

the Black Hills in 
2003 

Fished in the 
Black Hills in 

2003 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.79 
(0.74 – 0.84) 

0.85 
(0.76 – 0.94) 

 
=0.252 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.09 
(0.04 – 0.14) 

0.16 
(0.06 – 0.26) 

 
=0.177 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.25 
(-0.31 – -0.20) 

-0.44 
(-0.54 – -0.34) 

 
=0.001 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.76 
(0.71 – 0.80) 

0.76 
(0.67 – 0.84) 

 
=0.941 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 320. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 with anglers that fished in 
the Black Hills in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in 
the Black Hills  

in 2003 

 Fished in the 
Black Hills 

 in 2003 

 
 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.39  (2.36 – 2.43) 2.61  (2.54 – 2.67) <0.001 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.18  (2.14 – 2.22) 2.51  (2.44 – 2.59) <0.001 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.52  (2.48 – 2.56) 2.32  (2.24 – 2.41) <0.001 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.74  (1.69 – 1.78) 1.95  (1.86 – 2.04) <0.001 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 2.00  (1.94 – 2.05) 2.42  (2.33 – 2.52 <0.001 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.53  (2.49 – 2.57) 2.31  (2.21 – 2.41) <0.001 
    

g. presence of large fish 1.99  (1.95 – 2.03) 2.12  (2.05 – 2.20) =0.002 
      

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.03  (1.99 – 2.08) 1.98  (1.90 – 2.06) =0.265 
    

i. easy boat access 2.10  (2.04 – 2.15) 1.57  (1.46 – 1.68) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 2.94  (2.90 – 2.97) 3.07  (3.00 – 3.14) =0.001 
    

k. close to home 2.14  (2.09 – 2.18) 1.99  (1.90 – 2.07) =0.002 
    

l. family likes the area 2.24  (2.19 – 2.28) 2.18  (2.09 – 2.27) =0.306 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 1.97  (1.92 – 2.02) 1.99  (1.90 – 2.08) =0.686 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.42  (2.38 – 2.46) 2.47  (2.39 – 2.56) =0.224 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.26  (2.22 – 2.30) 2.08  (1.99 – 2.16) <0.001 
    

p. nearby parking spots 2.05  (2.00 – 2.09) 1.81  (1.72 – 1.91) <0.001 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.40  (1.36 – 1.45) 1.09  (1.01 – 1.17) <0.001 
    

r. available accommodations 1.51  (1.46 – 1.56) 1.18  (1.09 – 1.27) <0.001 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.23  (1.19 – 1.28) 1.03  (0.94 – 1.11) <0.001 
    

t. past success in the area 2.28  (2.24 – 2.32) 2.27  (2.19 – 2.35) =0.870 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.17  (2.13 – 2.21) 2.43  (2.35 – 2.51) <0.001 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.19  (2.15 – 2.23) 2.12  (2.03 – 2.21) =0.134 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.68  (0.64 – 0.72) 0.44  (0.38 – 0.49) <0.001 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.86  (1.81 – 1.90) 1.72  (1.63 – 1.82) =0.007 
    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 320-continued. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good 
fishing spot comparing anglers that did not fish in the Black Hills in 2003 with anglers 
that fished in the Black Hills in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in 
the Black Hills  

in 2003 

 Fished in the 
Black Hills 

 in 2003 

 
 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.90  (0.86 – 0.95) 

 
0.72   (0.64 – 0.81) 

 
<0.001 

    

z. presence of favorite fish 2.53  (2.49 – 2.57) 2.48  (2.39 – 2.57) =0.275 
    

aa. marina facilities 1.16  (1.11 – 1.21) 0.93  (0.85 – 1.02) <0.001 
    

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.48  (1.43 – 1.53) 1.12  (1.03 – 1.21) <0.001 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.96  (1.91 – 2.01) 1.47  (1.37 – 1.58) <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
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Section II – Missouri River Anglers 
 
Table 321. Fishing in the Missouri River by resident anglers. 

Resident Annual Anglers – 2003  
Fishing in the Missouri River Number Percent 
Never Fished in the Missouri River    560 19.1% 
Have Fished in the Missouri River by not in 2003    953 32.6% 
Fished in the Missouri River in 20003 1,413 48.3% 
Total 2,926 100% 
 
 
 
 
Table 322. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident Missouri River 
anglers (anglers that have fished in the Missouri River) with resident anglers that have 
never fished in the Missouri River. 

Resident Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Never Fished in the 

Missouri River 
Fished in the Missouri 

River 
Social Anglers 18.6% 81.4% 
Nature Anglers 17.8% 82.2% 
Relaxation Anglers 21.2% 78.8% 
Excitement Anglers 16.7% 83.3% 
Food Anglers 22.5% 77.5% 
Sport Anglers 12.3% 87.7% 
Average 18.8% 81.2% 
Chi-Square: X2=7.87; df=5; p=0.164 
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Table 323. Motivations of resident anglers comparing non-Missouri River anglers 
with Missouri River anglers (anglers that have fished in the Missouri River). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in the 

Missouri River 
Fished in the Missouri 

River 

 
 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 3.74 3.54 – 3.94 3.96 3.88 – 4.04 =0.030 
Nature 6.03 5.92 – 6.13 6.03 5.99 – 6.08 =0.889 
Excitement 5.57 5.45 – 6.69 5.80 5.74 – 5.85 <0.001 
Social 5.66 5.52 – 5.80 5.80 5.74 – 5.86 =0.045 
Trophy 1.88 1.71 – 2.05 2.48 2.39 – 2.56 <0.001 
Relaxation 6.01 5.89 – 6.12 6.08 6.03 – 6.13 =0.209 
Accomplishment 2.93 2.75 – 3.11 3.37 3.29 – 3.46 <0.001 
Competition 0.67 0.56 – 0.77 1.08 1.02 – 1.15 <0.001 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 324. Resident anglers’ attitudes towards catching fish comparing non-Missouri 
River anglers with Missouri River anglers (anglers that have fished in the Missouri 
River). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in 
the Missouri R. 

Fished in the 
Missouri River 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.78 
(0.69 – 0.88) 

0.80 
(0.76 – 0.85) 

 
=0.727 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.07 
(-0.04 – 0.17) 

0.11 
(0.07 – 0.16) 

 
=0.425 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.42 
(-0.53 – -0.32) 

-0.27 
(-0.32 – -0.22) 

 
=0.007 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.66 
(0.57 – 0.76) 

0.78 
(0.74 – 0.82) 

 
=0.023 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 325. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing non-Missouri River anglers with Missouri River anglers (anglers that have 
fished in the Missouri River). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in 
the Missouri R. 

Fished in the 
Missouri River 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.48  (2.40 – 2.56) 2.43  (2.40 – 2.47) =0.272 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.39  (2.30 – 2.48) 2.22  (2.18 – 2.26) <0.001 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.51  (2.43 – 2.59) 2.47  (2.43 – 2.51) =0.449 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.70  (1.60 – 1.81) 1.80  (1.75 – 1.85) =0.084 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 2.50  (2.40 – 2.59) 1.99  (1.94 – 2.05) <0.001 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.34  (2.24 – 2.44) 2.52  (2.48 – 2.56) <0.001 
    

g. presence of large fish 1.99  (1.90 – 2.07) 2.02  (1.99 – 2.06) =0.439 
    

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.02  (1.93 – 2.12) 2.02  (1.98 – 2.06) =0.935 
    

i. easy boat access 1.51  (1.39 – 1.63) 2.10  (2.05 – 2.15) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 2.98  (2.90 – 3.05) 2.97  (2.93 – 3.00) =0.845 
    

k. close to home 2.23  (2.14 – 2.32) 2.08  (2.04 – 2.12) =0.004 
    

l. family likes the area 2.27  (2.18 – 2.37) 2.21  (2.17 – 2.26) =0.275 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 2.18  (2.07 – 2.28) 1.92  (1.88 – 1.97) <0.001 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.31  (2.22 – 2.40) 2.46  (2.42 – 2.50) =0.002 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.23  (2.14 – 2.32) 2.22  (2.18 – 2.26) =0.868 
    

p. nearby parking spots 2.01  (1.91 – 2.11) 2.00  (1.95 – 2.04) =0.840 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.37  (1.28 – 1.47) 1.33  (1.29 – 1.38) =0.473 
    

r. available accommodations 1.35  (1.24 – 1.45) 1.47  (1.42 – 1.51) =0.036 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.19  (1.10 – 1.28) 1.19  (1.15 – 1.23) =0.997 
    

t. past success in the area 2.18  (2.09 – 2.27) 2.31  (2.27 – 2.34) =0.007 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.26  (2.17 – 2.35) 2.22  (2.18 – 2.26) =0.454 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.08  (1.99 – 2.18) 2.20  (2.16 – 2.24) =0.025 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.61  (0.53 – 0.69) 0.63  (0.60 – 0.67) =0.545 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.83  (1.73 – 1.93) 1.83  (1.79 – 1.88) =0.952 
    

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.66  (0.57 – 0.75) 

 
0.91  (0.87 – 0.96) 

 
<0.001 

    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 325-continued. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good 
fishing spot comparing non-Missouri River anglers with Missouri River anglers (anglers 
that have fished in the Missouri River). 

Resident Anglers 
Never Fished in 
the Missouri R. 

Fished in the 
Missouri River 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.32  (2.22 – 2.41) 2.57  (2.53 – 2.61) <0.001 
    

aa. marina facilities 0.76  (0.67 – 0.84) 1.20  (1.15 – 1.24) <0.001 
      

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.21  (1.11 – 1.31) 1.45  (1.41 – 1.50) <0.001 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.39  (1.28 – 1.51) 1.97  (1.92 – 2.02) <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
 
 
 
 
Table 326. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident 2003 Missouri 
River anglers (anglers that have fished in the Missouri River in 2003) with resident 
anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003. 

Resident Anglers  
Motivational  
Angler Type 

Did Not Fish in the Missouri 
River in 2003 

 Fished in the Missouri 
River in 2003 

Social Anglers 52.7% 47.3% 
Nature Anglers 51.8% 48.2% 
Relaxation Anglers 54.5% 45.5% 
Excitement Anglers 46.7% 53.3% 
Food Anglers 57.8% 42.2% 
Sport Anglers 36.9% 63.1% 
Average 51.9% 48.1% 
Chi-Square: X2=15.74; df=5; p=0.008 
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Table 327. Motivations of resident anglers comparing anglers that did not fish in the 
Missouri River in 2003 with anglers that fished in the Missouri River in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in the 

Missouri River in 2003 
 Fished in the Missouri 

River in 2003 

 
 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 3.84 3.73 – 3.95 4.00 3.90 – 4.11 =0.034 
Nature 5.99 5.92 – 6.05 6.08 6.02 – 6.14 =0.031 
Excitement 5.66 5.59 – 5.73 5.85 5.79 – 5.92 <0.001 
Social 5.67 5.59 – 5.75 5.88 5.82 – 5.95 <0.001 
Trophy 2.12 2.02 – 2.22 2.63 2.51 – 2.74 <0.001 
Relaxation 6.01 5.95 – 6.08 6.13 6.07 – 6.19 =0.014 
Accomplishment 3.10 3.00 – 3.21 3.49 3.39 – 3.60 <0.001 
Competition 0.78 0.71 – 0.85 1.25 1.15 – 1.34 <0.001 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 328. Resident anglers’ attitudes towards catching fish comparing anglers that 
did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 with anglers that fished in the Missouri River 
in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in 

the Missouri 
River in 2003 

 Fished in the 
Missouri River in 

2003 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.81 
(0.75 – 0.87) 

0.79 
(0.73 – 0.85) 

 
=0.641 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.11 
(0.05 – 0.17) 

0.10 
(0.03 – 0.17) 

 
=0.791 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.37 
(-0.43 – -0.30) 

-0.22 
(-0.28 – -0.15) 

 
=0.002 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.73 
(0.67 – 0.78) 

0.79 
(0.74 – 0.85) 

 
=0.092 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 329. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
comparing anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 with anglers that fished 
in the Missouri River in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in 

the Missouri 
River in 2003 

 Fished in the 
Missouri River in 

2003 

 
 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.47  (2.43 – 2.52) 2.40  (2.36 – 2.45) =0.0.31 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.31  (2.26 – 2.36) 2.19  (2.14 – 2.24) =0.002 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.47  (2.42 – 2.53) 2.49  (2.43 – 2.54) =0.755 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.79  (1.73 – 1.85) 1.78  (1.72 – 1.84) =0.871 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 2.30  (2.24 – 2.36) 1.86  (1.79 – 1.93) <0.001 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.44  (2.38 – 2.49) 2.54  (2.48 – 2.59) =0.012 
    

g. presence of large fish 1.99  (1.94 – 2.04) 2.05  (2.00 – 2.10) =0.099 
    

h. ability to catch lots of fish 1.99  (1.93 – 2.04) 2.06  (2.01 – 2.11) =0.058 
    

i. easy boat access 1.75  (1.68 – 1.82) 2.25  (2.18 – 2.31) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 2.94  (2.89 – 2.98) 3.00  (2.96 – 3.05) =0.059 
    

k. close to home 2.21  (2.16 – 2.27) 1.99  (1.94 – 2.05) <0.001 
    

l. family likes the area 2.24  (2.19 – 2.30) 2.21  (2.15 – 2.27) =0.377 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 2.08  (2.02 – 2.14) 1.86  (1.79 – 1.92) <0.001 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.42  (2.37 – 2.47) 2.45  (2.39 – 2.50) =0.415 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.22  (2.17 – 2.27) 2.22  (2.17 – 2.28) =0.971 
    

p. nearby parking spots 2.02  (1.96 – 2.08) 1.98  (1.92 – 2.03) =0.286 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.32  (1.26 – 1.37) 1.36  (1.31 – 1.42) =0.269 
    

r. available accommodations 1.34  (1.27 – 1.40) 1.56  (1.50 – 1.62) <0.001 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.16  (1.10 – 1.21) 1.22  (1.17 – 1.28) =0.115 
    

t. past success in the area 2.21  (2.16 – 2.26) 2.36  (2.31 – 2.41) <0.001 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.25  (2.20 – 2.30) 2.20  (2.15 – 2.26) =0.210 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.12  (2.07 – 2.18) 2.23  (2.18 – 2.29) =0.004 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.59  (0.54 – 0.63) 0.68  (0.63 – 0.72) =0.007 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.84  (1.79 – 1.90) 1.81  (1.76 – 1.87) =0.471 
    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 329-continued. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good 
fishing spot comparing anglers that did not fish in the Missouri River in 2003 with 
anglers that fished in the Missouri River in 2003. 

Resident Anglers 
Did Not Fish in 

the Missouri 
River in 2003 

 Fished in the 
Missouri River in 

2003 

 
 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
 

ANOVA 
p-value 

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.76  (0.70 – 0.81) 

 
0.98   (0.93 – 1.04) 

 
<0.001 

    

z. presence of favorite fish 2.43  (2.38 – 2.48) 2.63  (2.58 – 2.68) <0.001 
    

aa. marina facilities 0.90  (0.84 – 0.95) 1.35  (1.29 – 1.41) <0.001 
    

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.24  (1.18 – 1.30) 1.59  (1.53 – 1.65) <0.001 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.62  (1.56 – 1.69) 2.12  (2.05 – 2.19) <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
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Section III. Comparing Resident Black Hills & Missouri River Anglers  
 
 
Table 330. Locations (Black Hills vs. Missouri River) of residents fishing in South 
Dakota in 2003. 

2003 Resident Anglers Locations  
(Black Hills vs. Missouri River) Number Percent 
Neither 1,334 42.1% 
Black Hills    420 13.3% 
Missouri River  1,198 37.8% 
Both (Black Hills & Missouri River)    215   6.8% 
Total  3,167 100% 
 
 
 
 
Table 331. Using the angler motivational model to analyze fishing locations of 
resident South Dakota anglers (2003). 

2003 Resident Anglers / Locations Motivational  
Angler Type Neither Black Hills Missouri R. Both 
Social Anglers 29.1% 26.0% 27.9% 26.3% 
Nature Anglers 23.4% 28.9% 24.3% 27.8% 
Relaxation Anglers 21.6% 23.0% 19.5% 19.1% 
Excitement Anglers 15.1% 13.5% 18.5% 17.7% 
Food Anglers   8.9%   7.6%   7.0%   5.3% 
Sport Anglers   1.9%   1.0%   2.8%   3.8% 
Total Number 1,163 408 1,177 209 
Chi-Square: X2=27.26; df=15; p=0.027 
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Table 332. Comparing the motivations resident anglers analyzed by fishing location 
(2003). 

2003 Resident Anglers / Locations (mean1)  
Motivations Neither Black Hills Missouri R. Both 

ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 3.99 3.43 4.03 3.86 <0.001 
Nature 5.88 6.25 6.05 6.23 <0.001 
Excitement 5.63 5.73 5.84 5.93 <0.001 
Social 5.69 5.61 5.90 5.83 =0.001 
Trophy 2.22 1.95 2.61 2.72 <0.001 
Relaxation 5.97 6.13 6.10 6.29 =0.001 
Accomplishment 3.06 3.26 3.41 3.92 <0.001 
Competition 0.84 0.66 1.24 1.26 <0.001 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
Table 333. Resident angler attitudes towards catching fish analyzed by fishing 
location (2003). 

 
2003 Resident Anglers / Locations  

Attitudes 
Towards  
Catching Fish Neither Black Hills Missouri R. Both 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 
Mean Attitude1 0.78 0.88 0.79 0.79 =0.487 

 

The bigger the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 
Mean Attitude1 0.07 0.20 0.11 0.09 =0.322 

 

Catching a limit of fish to take home is important to me. 
Mean Attitude1 -0.30 -0.51 -0.20 -0.29 <0.001 

 

Catching fish is an important component of fishing. 
Mean Attitude1 0.73 0.74 0.80 0.77 =0.407 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 334. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
analyzed by fishing location (2003). 

2003 Resident Anglers / Locations   
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

 
Neither 

Black 
Hills 

Missouri 
River 

 
Both 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.41 2.65 2.38 2.51 <0.001 
      

b. natural beauty of the area 2.20 2.59 2.16 2.34 <0.001 
      

c. easy fishing access 2.55 2.29 2.51 2.38 <0.001 
      

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.76 1.89 1.74 2.05 =0.001 
      

e. good shore fishing opportunities 2.22 2.52 1.80 2.22 <0.001 
      

f. presence of good eating fish 2.52 2.25 2.56 2.42 <0.001 
      

g. presence of large fish 1.96 2.11 2.03 2.15 =0.007 
      

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.02 1.92 2.06 2.09 =0.108 
      

i. easy boat access 1.91 1.38 2.30 1.94 <0.001 
      

j. good water quality 2.90 3.05 2.98 3.10 =0.001 
      

k. close to home 2.28 2.03 2.00 1.93 <0.001 
      

l. family likes the area 2.26 2.19 2.22 2.15 =0.465 
      

m. area is stocked with fish 2.08 2.05 1.86 1.86 <0.001 
      

n. species of fish found there 2.43 2.41 2.42 2.59 =0.125 
      

o. familiarity with the area 2.27 2.10 2.26 2.04 =0.001 
      

p. nearby parking spots 2.09 1.84 2.01 1.76 <0.001 
      

q. because friends fish there 1.43 1.05 1.40 1.17 <0.001 
      

r. available accommodations 1.43 1.09 1.60 1.35 <0.001 
      

s. because of the regulations there 1.23 0.98 1.24 1.12 <0.001 
      

t. past success in the area 2.22 2.24 2.36 2.34 =0.003 
      

u. solitude of the area 2.18 2.51 2.19 2.26 <0.001 
      

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.16 2.05 2.23 2.25 =0.016 
      

w. nearness of restaurants 0.68 0.37 0.70 0.56 <0.001 
      

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.93 1.64 1.80 1.88 <0.001 
      

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.83 

 
0.60 

 
0.99 

 
0.96 

 
<0.001 

      

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 334-continued. Factors important to resident anglers for selecting a good 
fishing spot analyzed by fishing location (2003). 

2003 Resident Anglers / Locations   
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

 
Neither 

Black 
Hills 

Missouri 
River 

 
Both 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.45 2.40 2.63 2.63 <0.001 
      

aa. marina facilities 0.96 0.80 1.38 1.17 <0.001 
      

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.35 0.95 1.62 1.44 <0.001 
      

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.75 1.31 2.18 1.77 <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
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   Section I. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Anglers 
   Section II. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Black Hills Anglers  
   Section III. Comparing Resident and Nonresident Missouri River Anglers  
   Section IV. Understanding Nonresident Black Hills and Missouri River Anglers  
 
 
 

Section I – Comparing Resident and Nonresident Anglers 
 
 
Table 335. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident and nonresident 
anglers (2003). 

2003 Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 
Social Anglers 28.0% 29.4% 
Nature Anglers 24.8% 17.1% 
Relaxation Anglers 20.8% 20.1% 
Excitement Anglers 16.4% 24.3% 
Food Anglers   7.7%   5.3% 
Sport Anglers   2.3%   3.8% 
Total Number 2,958 2,613 
Chi-Square: X2=106.52; df=5; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Part 7 / Angler Models – Comparing 
Resident and Nonresident Anglers 
(Tables 335 – 357) 
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Table 336. Comparing the motivations of resident and nonresident anglers (2003). 

2003 Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 3.92 3.85 – 4.00 3.75 3.67 – 3.83 =0.002 
Nature 6.03 5.98 – 6.07 5.47 5.42 – 5.53 <0.001 
Excitement 5.75 5.70 – 5.80 5.69 5.65 – 5.74 =0.110 
Social 5.77 5.72 – 5.83 5.79 5.74 – 5.84 =0.651 
Trophy 2.37 2.30 – 2.45 2.54 2.46 – 2.61 =0.004 
Relaxation 6.07 6.02 – 6.11 6.03 5.98 – 6.08 =0.262 
Accomplishment 3.29 3.21 – 3.36 3.73 3.66 – 3.81 <0.001 
Competition 1.00 0.95 – 1.06 1.08 1.02 – 1.14 =0.083 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 337. Comparing resident and nonresident anglers’ attitudes towards catching 
fish (2003). 

2003 Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.80 
(0.76 – 0.84) 

0.56 
(0.51 – 0.61) 

 
<0.001 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.11 
(0.06 – 0.15) 

0.38 
(0.33 – 0.42) 

 
<0.001 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.29 
(-0.33 – -0.24) 

-0.02 
(-0.07 – 0.03) 

 
<0.001 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.76 
(0.72 – 0.80) 

1.15 
(1.11 – 1.19) 

 
<0.001 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 338. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot comparing 
resident and nonresident anglers (2003). 

2003 Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.44  (2.41 – 2.47) 2.25  (2.22 – 2.29) <0.001 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.25  (2.21 – 2.29) 2.17  (2.14 – 2.21) =0.005 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.48  (2.45 – 2.52) 2.40  (2.36 – 2.43) =0.001 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.79  (1.75 – 1.83) 1.90  (1.86 – 1.95) <0.001 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 2.09  (2.05 – 2.14) 1.50  (1.45 – 1.55) <0.001 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.49  (2.45 – 2.53) 2.57  (2.53 – 2.61) =0.005 
    

g. presence of large fish 2.02  (1.99 – 2.06) 2.15  (2.12 – 2.19) <0.001 
    

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.03  (1.99 – 2.06) 2.17  (2.14 – 2.21) <0.001 
    

i. easy boat access 2.00  (1.95 – 2.04) 2.30  (2.26 – 2.35) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 2.97  (2.94 – 3.00) 2.96  (2.93 – 3.00) =0.839 
    

k. close to home 2.11  (2.07 – 2.15) 1.21  (1.17 – 1.25) <0.001 
    

l. family likes the area 2.23  (2.19 – 2.27) 1.94  (1.89 – 1.98) <0.001 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 1.97  (1.93 – 2.01) 1.99  (1.95 – 2.04) =0.465 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.44  (2.40 – 2.47) 2.50  (2.46 – 2.53) =0.020 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.23  (2.19 – 2.26) 1.81  (1.77 – 1.85) <0.001 
    

p. nearby parking spots 2.00  (1.96 – 2.04) 2.03  (1.99 – 2.07) =0.262 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.35  (1.31 – 1.39) 1.28  (1.24 – 1.33) =0.037 
    

r. available accommodations 1.44  (1.40 – 1.49) 1.90  (1.86 – 1.95) <0.001 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.19  (1.15 – 1.23) 1.50  (1.46 – 1.54) <0.001 
    

t. past success in the area 2.29  (2.25 – 2.32) 2.18  (2.13 – 2.22) <0.001 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.24  (2.20 – 2.27) 2.11  (2.07 – 2.14) <0.001 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.18  (2.14 – 2.22) 2.30  (2.27 – 2.34) <0.001 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.64  (0.60 – 0.67) 1.09  (1.05 – 1.13) <0.001 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.83  (1.79 – 1.87) 1.87  (1.83 – 1.91) =0.217 
    

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.87  (0.83 – 0.91) 

 
0.91  (0.87 – 0.95) 

 
=0.205 

    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 338-continued. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing 
spot comparing resident and nonresident anglers (2003). 

2003 Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.53  (2.49 – 2.56) 2.56  (2.52 – 2.60) =0.258 
    

aa. marina facilities 1.12  (1.08 – 1.16) 1.39  (1.34 – 1.43) <0.001 
    

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.41  (1.37 – 1.45) 1.92  (1.87 – 1.96) <0.001 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.86  (1.82 – 1.91) 2.27  (2.23 – 2.32) <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
 
 
 
Table 339. Anglers’ rating of fishing (in terms of numbers and size of fish caught) in 
South Dakota for 2003 comparing resident and nonresident anglers. 

2003 Anglers  
Rating of Fishing (scale) Residents Nonresidents 
Very Poor  (-2)   4.6%   6.6% 
Poor  (-1) 13.7% 13.3% 
Fair  (0) 38.8% 30.2% 
Good  (1) 34.8% 37.7% 
Excellent  (2)   5.6%   9.9% 
No Opinion  (missing)   2.5%   2.2% 
Total Number 2,760 2,595 
Chi-Square: X2=74.61; df=5; p<0.001 
Mean 0.24 0.32 
95% Confidence Interval 0.20 – 0.27 0.28 – 0.36 
ANOVA: F=8.54; df=1/5,225; p=0.003 
 
 
 
Table 340. Anglers’ perceptions of crowding while fishing in South Dakota in 2003 
comparing resident and nonresident anglers – During any of your fishing in South Dakota 
in 2003 did you feel that the area that you were fishing was crowded? 

2003 Anglers Did you feel crowded 
while fishing… Residents Nonresidents 
NO 65.9% 83.6% 
YES 34.1% 16.4% 
Total Number 2,756 2,602 
Chi-Square: X2=222.43; df=1; p<0.001 
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Table 341. Resident anglers fishing with nonresident friends or relatives in South 
Dakota in 2003 compared with nonresident anglers fishing with South Dakota resident 
friends or relatives. 

2003 Anglers Fishing with 
(nonresident/resident) 
friends or relatives 

Residents  
(fishing with nonresidents) 

Nonresidents 
(fishing with residents) 

NO 74.6% 59.1% 
YES 25.4% 40.9% 
Total Number 2,758 2,563 
Chi-Square: X2=144.13; df=1; p<0.001 
 
 
 
 
Table 342. Anglers’ overall satisfaction with their total 2003 South Dakota fishing 
experience comparing resident and nonresident anglers. 

2003 Anglers  
Satisfaction (scale) Residents Nonresidents 
Very Dissatisfied  (-3)   3.8%   4.2% 
Moderately Dissatisfied  (-2)   5.9%   5.0% 
Slightly Dissatisfied  (-1) 10.5% 10.4% 
Neutral / No Opinion  (0) 15.3% 11.1% 
Slightly Satisfied  (+1) 20.3% 15.7% 
Moderately Satisfied  (+2) 32.0% 31.5% 
Very Satisfied  (+3) 12.3% 22.1% 
Total Number 2,758 2,605 
Chi-Square: X2=112.47; df=6; p<0.001 
Mean 0.87 1.12 
95% Confidence Interval 0.81 – 0.93 1.06 – 1.19 
ANOVA: F=31.74; df=1/5,361; p<0.001 

SUMMARIZED RESULTS 
DISSATISFIED 20.2% 19.5% 
NEUTRAL / NO OPINION 15.3% 11.1% 
SATISFIED 64.5% 69.4% 
Chi-Square: X2=22.35; df=2; p<0.001 
Ratio: Satisfied to Dissatisfied 3.1 to 1 3.6 to 1 
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Section II. Comparing Resident & Nonresident Black Hills Anglers  
 
 
Table 343. Percent of 2003 South Dakota anglers fishing in the Black Hills 
comparing resident and nonresident anglers (2003). 

2003 Anglers 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Fished in the Black 
Hills in 2003 Number Percent Number Percent 
NO 2,532 79.9% 2,105 81.3% 
YES    635 20.1%    484 18.7% 
Total  3,167 100% 2,589 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=1.67; df=1; p=0.196 
 
 
 
 
Table 344. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident and nonresident 
Black Hills anglers (2003). 

2003 Black Hills Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 
Social Anglers 26.1% 21.4% 
Nature Anglers 28.5% 37.1% 
Relaxation Anglers 21.7% 16.1% 
Excitement Anglers 14.9% 18.9% 
Food Anglers   6.8%   3.2% 
Sport Anglers   1.9%   3.4% 
Total Number 617 472 
Chi-Square: X2=24.30; df=5; p<0.001 
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Table 345. Comparing the motivations of resident and nonresident Black Hills anglers 
(2003). 

2003 Black Hills Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 3.57 3.39 – 3.76 2.67 2.47 – 2.87 <0.001 
Nature 6.24 6.16 – 6.32 6.06 5.95 – 6.16 =0.007 
Excitement 5.80 5.70 – 5.90 5.61 5.49 – 5.73 =0.018 
Social 5.68 5.55 – 5.81 5.51 5.36 – 5.66 =0.078 
Trophy 2.21 2.04 – 2.37 1.78 1.60 – 1.96 =0.001 
Relaxation 6.19 6.09 – 6.28 6.17 6.07 – 6.27 =0.851 
Accomplishment 3.48 3.31 – 3.65 3.67 3.48 – 3.86 =0.143 
Competition 0.86 0.74 – 0.98 0.72 0.61 – 0.84 =0.105 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 346. Comparing resident and nonresident Black Hills anglers’ attitudes towards 
catching fish (2003). 

2003 Black Hills Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.85 
(0.76 – 0.95) 

0.95 
(0.84 – 1.06) 

 
=0.175 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.17 
(0.07 – 0.26) 

0.32 
(0.20 – 0.43) 

 
=0.0.49 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.43 
(-0.53 – -0.33) 

-0.62 
(-0.73 – -0.51) 

 
=0.016 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.75 
(0.67 – 0.84) 

1.00 
(0.90 – 1.10) 

 
<0.001 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 347. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot comparing 
resident and nonresident Black Hills anglers (2003). 

2003 Black Hills Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.61  (2.54 – 2.67) 2.68  (2.60 – 2.75) =0.175 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.51  (2.43 – 2.58) 2.75  (2.67 – 2.83) <0.001 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.32  (2.24 – 2.41) 2.20  (2.10 – 2.29) =0.051 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.94  (1.85 – 2.03) 2.09  (1.99 – 2.19) =0.032 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 2.42  (2.33 – 2.51) 2.32  (2.21 – 2.42) =0.147 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.31  (2.21 – 2.40) 2.13  (2.01 – 2.24) =0.019 
    

g. presence of large fish 2.12  (2.05 – 2.20) 2.07  (1.98 – 2.15) =0.366 
    

h. ability to catch lots of fish 1.98  (1.90 – 2.06) 1.93  (1.84 – 2.02) =0.404 
    

i. easy boat access 1.57  (1.46 – 1.68) 1.23  (1.11 – 1.34) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 3.07  (3.00 – 3.14) 3.07  (2.98 – 3.15) =0.968 
    

k. close to home 2.00  (1.91 – 2.08) 0.99  (0.88 – 1.09) <0.001 
    

l. family likes the area 2.18  (2.09 – 2.27) 2.12  (2.01 – 2.24) =0.454 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 1.99  (1.89 – 2.08) 1.92  (1.82 – 2.02) =0.348 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.47  (2.39 – 2.56) 2.41  (2.31 – 2.50) =0.281 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.08  (2.00 – 2.17) 1.56  (1.46 – 1.66) <0.001 
    

p. nearby parking spots 1.82  (1.72 – 1.91) 1.75  (1.65 – 1.85) =0.377 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.09  (1.01 – 1.17) 0.89  (0.79 – 0.99) =0.003 
    

r. available accommodations 1.18  (1.09 – 1.17) 1.38  (1.27 – 1.49) =0.005 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.03  (0.94 – 1.11) 1.23  (1.13 – 1.33) =0.002 
    

t. past success in the area 2.27  (2.19 – 2.35) 1.93  (1.82 – 2.03) <0.001 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.43  (2.35 – 2.51) 2.48  (2.38 – 2.57) =0.440 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.12  (2.03 – 2.21) 1.83  (1.73 – 1.93) <0.001 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.43  (0.37 – 0.49) 0.68  (0.59 – 0.76) <0.001 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.72  (1.62 – 1.82) 1.49  (1.38 – 1.59) =0.001 
    

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.72  (0.64 – 0.80) 

 
0.68  (0.59 – 0.77) 

 
=0.460 

    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 347-continued. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing 
spot comparing resident and nonresident Black Hills anglers (2003). 

2003 Black Hills Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.48  (2.39 – 2.56) 2.18  (2.07 – 2.28) <0.001 
    

aa. marina facilities 0.93  (0.84 – 1.01) 0.78  (0.69 – 0.88) =0.030 
    

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.11  (1.02 – 1.20 1.30  (1.19 – 1.41) =0.012 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 1.47  (1.36 – 1.57) 1.12  (1.01 – 1.24) <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
 
 
 
 
Section III. Comparing Resident & Nonresident Missouri River Anglers  
 
 
Table 348. Percent of 2003 South Dakota anglers fishing in the Missouri River 
comparing resident and nonresident anglers (2003). 

2003 Anglers 
Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 

 
Fished in the Missouri 
River in 2003 Number Percent Number Percent 
NO 1,755 55.4% 1,276 49.4% 
YES 1,413 44.6% 1,307 50.6% 
Total  3,168 100% 2,583 100% 
Chi-Square: X2=20.53; df=1; p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table 349. Using the angler motivational model to compare resident and nonresident 
Missouri River anglers (2003). 

2003 Missouri River Anglers Motivational  
Angler Type Resident Anglers Nonresident Anglers 
Social Anglers 27.6% 30.1% 
Nature Anglers 24.8% 13.0% 
Relaxation Anglers 19.5% 22.1% 
Excitement Anglers 18.4% 25.4% 
Food Anglers   6.7%   5.3% 
Sport Anglers   3.0%   4.1% 
Total Number 1,386 1,289 
Chi-Square: X2=72.88; df=5; p<0.001 
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Table 350. Comparing the motivations of resident and nonresident Missouri River 
anglers (2003). 

2003 Missouri River Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Motivations 
 Mean1 95% C.I. Mean1 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 4.01 3.91 – 4.11 4.00 3.89 – 4.10 =0.868 
Nature 6.08 6.02 – 6.14 5.43 5.35 – 5.50 <0.001 
Excitement 5.86 5.79 – 5.92 5.75 5.69 – 5.82 =0.030 
Social 5.89 5.82 – 5.96 5.90 5.83 – 5.97 =0.775 
Trophy 2.63 2.51 – 2.74 2.84 2.73 – 2.95 =0.009 
Relaxation 6.13 6.06 – 6.19 6.04 5.97 – 6.10 =0.050 
Accomplishment 3.49 3.38 – 3.59 3.91 3.80 – 4.01 <0.001 
Competition 1.24 1.15 – 1.34 1.33 1.23 – 1.42 =0.238 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
 
Table 351. Comparing resident and nonresident Missouri River anglers’ attitudes 
towards catching fish (2003). 

2003 Missouri River Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Attitudes Towards  
Catching Fish Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to 
me even if I don’t catch any fish. 

0.79 
(0.73 – 0.85) 

0.45 
(0.38 – 0.52) 

 
<0.001 

    

The bigger the fish I catch, the 
better the fishing trip. 

0.10 
(0.04 – 0.17) 

0.42 
(0.36 – 0.49) 

 
<0.001 

    

Catching a limit of fish to take 
home is important to me. 

-0.22 
(-0.28 – -0.15) 

0.17 
(0.10 – 0.24) 

 
<0.001 

    

Catching fish is an important 
component of fishing. 

0.80 
(0.74 – 0.85) 

1.21 
(1.16 – 1.26) 

 
<0.001 

1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 352. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing spot comparing 
resident and nonresident Missouri River anglers (2003). 

2003 Missouri River Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.40  (2.36 – 2.45) 2.12  (2.07 – 2.17) <0.001 
    

b. natural beauty of the area 2.19  (2.14 – 2.24) 2.08  (2.03 – 2.13) =0.004 
    

c. easy fishing access 2.49  (2.43 – 2.54) 2.44  (2.39 – 2.49) =0.210 
    

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.79  (1.72 – 1.85) 1.86  (1.80 – 1.93) =0.098 
    

e. good shore fishing opportunities 1.86  (1.79 – 1.94) 1.18  (1.12 – 1.25) <0.001 
    

f. presence of good eating fish 2.54  (2.49 – 2.59) 2.67  (2.62 – 2.72) =0.001 
    

g. presence of large fish 2.05  (2.00 – 2.10) 2.21  (2.16 – 2.26) <0.001 
    

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.06  (2.01 – 2.11) 2.27  (2.22 – 2.32) <0.001 
    

i. easy boat access 2.25  (2.18 – 2.31) 2.62  (2.57 – 2.68) <0.001 
    

j. good water quality 3.00  (2.96 – 3.05) 2.96  (2.92 – 3.01) =0.242 
    

k. close to home 1.99  (1.93 – 2.05) 1.22  (1.17 – 1.28) <0.001 
    

l. family likes the area 2.21  (2.15 – 2.27) 1.90  (1.84 – 1.97) <0.001 
    

m. area is stocked with fish 1.86  (1.80 – 1.92) 2.00  (1.94 – 2.07) =0.001 
    

n. species of fish found there 2.45  (2.39 – 2.50) 2.55  (2.50 – 2.60) =0.008 
    

o. familiarity with the area 2.22  (2.17 – 2.28) 1.89  (1.84 – 1.95) <0.001 
    

p. nearby parking spots 1.97  (1.91 – 2.03) 2.14  (2.08 – 2.19) <0.001 
    

q. because friends fish there 1.36  (1.30 – 1.42) 1.33  (1.26 – 1.39) =0.426 
    

r. available accommodations 1.56  (1.50 – 1.62) 2.11  (2.05 – 2.17) <0.001 
    

s. because of the regulations there 1.22  (1.17 – 1.28) 1.58  (1.52 – 1.64) <0.001 
    

t. past success in the area 2.36  (2.31 – 2.41) 2.24  (2.18 – 2.29) =0.001 
    

u. solitude of the area 2.20  (2.15 – 2.25) 2.04  (1.98 – 2.09) <0.001 
    

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.23  (2.18 – 2.29) 2.48  (2.43 – 2.53) <0.001 
    

w. nearness of restaurants 0.68  (0.63 – 0.71) 1.24  (1.18 – 1.30) <0.001 
    

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 1.81  (1.76 – 1.87) 1.90  (1.85 – 1.96) =0.031 
    

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.99  (0.93 – 1.05) 

 
1.04  (0.98 – 1.10) 

 
=0.207 

    

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 352-continued. Factors important to anglers for selecting a good fishing 
spot comparing resident and nonresident Missouri River anglers (2003). 

2003 Missouri River Anglers 
Residents Nonresidents 

 
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot Mean1 / 95% C.I. Mean1 / 95% C.I. 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.63  (2.58 – 2.68) 2.74  (2.69 – 2.79) =0.002 
    

aa. marina facilities 1.35  (1.28 – 1.41) 1.73  (1.67 – 1.79) <0.001 
    

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.59  (1.53 – 1.65) 2.13  (2.08 – 2.19) <0.001 
    

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 2.12  (2.05 – 2.19) 2.67  (2.62 – 2.73) <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
 
 
 
Section IV. Understanding Nonresident Black Hills & Missouri River 

Anglers  
 
Table 353. Locations (Black Hills vs. Missouri River) of nonresidents fishing in 
South Dakota in 2003. 

2003 Nonresident Anglers Locations  
(Black Hills vs. Missouri River) Number Percent 
Neither    851 33.3% 
Black Hills    422 16.5% 
Missouri River  1,244 48.6% 
Both (Black Hills & Missouri River)      41   1.6% 
Total  2,558 100% 
 
 
 
Table 354. Using the angler motivational model to analyze fishing locations of 
nonresident South Dakota anglers (2003). 

2003 Nonresident Anglers / Locations Motivational  
Angler Type Neither Black Hills Missouri R. Both 
Social Anglers 32.5% 21.0% 30.1% 26.3% 
Nature Anglers 11.7% 38.9% 13.0% 13.2% 
Relaxation Anglers 18.8% 16.2% 22.5% 18.4% 
Excitement Anglers 26.6% 17.4% 25.0% 36.8% 
Food Anglers   6.6%   3.1%   5.4%  2.6% 
Sport Anglers   3.8%   3.4%   4.1%   2.6% 
Total Number 839 414 1,230 38 
Chi-Square: X2=184.09; df=15; p<0.001 
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Table 355. Comparing the motivations nonresident anglers analyzed by fishing 
location (2003). 

2003 Nonresident Anglers / Locations (mean1)  
Motivations Neither Black Hills Missouri R. Both 

ANOVA 
p-value 

Food 3.97 2.69 4.03 3.02 <0.001 
Nature 5.20 6.12 5.34 5.39 <0.001 
Excitement 5.66 5.59 5.76 5.68 =0.085 
Social 5.81 5.50 5.92 5.61 <0.001 
Trophy 2.54 1.72 2.84 2.98 <0.001 
Relaxation 5.94 6.19 6.05 5.90 =0.005 
Accomplishment 3.55 3.61 3.90 4.15 <0.001 
Competition 0.96 0.62 1.30 1.95 <0.001 
1Scale:  ranged from 0 = Not Important to 7 = Very Important 
 
 
 
Table 356. Nonresident angler attitudes towards catching fish analyzed by fishing 
location (2003). 

 
2003 Nonresident Anglers / Locations  

Attitudes 
Towards  
Catching Fish Neither Black Hills Missouri R. Both 

ANOVA 
p-value 

A fishing trip can be satisfying to me even if I don’t catch any fish. 
Mean Attitude1 0.53 0.95 0.44 0.73 <0.001 

 

The bigger the fish I catch, the better the fishing trip. 
Mean Attitude1 0.36 0.29 0.43 0.55 =0.164 

 

Catching a limit of fish to take home is important to me. 
Mean Attitude1 0.02 -0.65 0.19 -0.15 <0.001 

 

Catching fish is an important component of fishing. 
Mean Attitude1 1.16 0.97 1.20 1.28 <0.001 
1Attitude scale: Strongly Agree = 2; Slightly Agree = 1; Neutral / No Opinion = 0; Slightly 
Disagree = -1; Strongly Disagree = -2 
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Table 357. Factors important to nonresident anglers for selecting a good fishing spot 
analyzed by fishing location (2003). 

2003 Nonresident Anglers / Locations   
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

 
Neither 

Black 
Hills 

Missouri 
River 

 
Both 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

a. few anglers, no crowding 2.20 2.74 2.13 2.15 <0.001 
      

b. natural beauty of the area 1.98 2.82 2.08 2.10 <0.001 
      

c. easy fishing access 2.45 2.20 2.44 2.24 <0.001 
      

d. chance to catch “wild” fish 1.87 2.07 1.86 2.05 =0.007 
      

e. good shore fishing opportunities 1.51 2.38 1.17 1.70 <0.001 
      

f. presence of good eating fish 2.65 2.17 2.69 2.00 <0.001 
      

g. presence of large fish 2.10 2.08 2.22 2.02 =0.004 
      

h. ability to catch lots of fish 2.17 1.93 2.28 2.07 <0.001 
      

i. easy boat access 2.43 1.19 2.64 1.98 <0.001 
      

j. good water quality 2.90 3.10 2.97 2.76 <0.001 
      

k. close to home 1.30 0.99 1.23 1.05 <0.001 
      

l. family likes the area 1.87 2.17 1.90 1.95 <0.001 
      

m. area is stocked with fish 2.02 1.95 2.01 1.88 =0.674 
      

n. species of fish found there 2.46 2.43 2.55 2.32 =0.027 
      

o. familiarity with the area 1.81 1.58 1.90 1.61 <0.001 
      

p. nearby parking spots 2.00 1.78 2.15 1.56 <0.001 
      

q. because friends fish there 1.41 0.91 1.33 0.98 <0.001 
      

r. available accommodations 1.87 1.37 2.12 1.54 <0.001 
      

s. because of the regulations there 1.52 1.24 1.58 1.27 <0.001 
      

t. past success in the area 2.23 1.91 2.23 2.17 <0.001 
      

u. solitude of the area 1.99 2.52 2.04 1.95 <0.001 
      

v. number of fish of “keepable” size 2.30 1.83 2.49 2.07 <0.001 
      

w. nearness of restaurants 1.08 0.67 1.26 0.83 <0.001 
      

x. chance to catch a variety of fish 2.04 1.50 1.92 1.59 <0.001 
      

y. chance to catch fish which qualify for 
GFP Trophy Angler Awards 

 
0.86 

 
0.65 

 
1.04 

 
1.07 

 
<0.001 

      

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 357-continued. Factors important to nonresident anglers for selecting a 
good fishing spot analyzed by fishing location (2003). 

2003 Nonresident Anglers / Locations   
Factors Important for 
Selecting a Good Fishing Spot 

 
Neither 

Black 
Hills 

Missouri 
River 

 
Both 

 
ANOVA 
p-value 

z. presence of favorite fish 2.50 2.16 2.75 2.40 <0.001 
      

aa. marina facilities 1.19 0.77 1.75 1.17 <0.001 
      

bb. bait and tackle shops nearby 1.94 1.29 2.15 1.49 <0.001 
      

cc. good boat fishing opportunities 2.32 1.06 2.69 2.00 <0.001 
1Importance Scale:  Not Important = 0; Slightly Important = 1; Moderately Important = 2; Very 
Important = 3; Critical = 4. 
 


